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Abstract
This qualitative study was designed to record the history of a significant event in
agricultural education in Georgia, the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, which
was in response to the Reinventing Agricultural Education for the Year 2020 initiative from the
National Council for Agricultural Education in 1996. A steering committee was made up of
agricultural educators and industry partners. Eleven themes were identified by the steering
committee. The steering committee took the eleven themes and created goals and strategies for
the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. This study was conducted by gaining the
perspectives from participants who were involved in the creation of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia through semi-structured interviews. The first participant was
criterion-based, with the remaining ten being from snowball methods. The four themes that
emerged from the interviews were leadership, partnerships, curriculum, and recruitment.
From 1998 to 2020, Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program has seen unprecedented
growth in quantity and quality of agricultural education students and programs. Much of this
success is attributed to the change in culture due to the creation of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia. While the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
is seen as a success by the research participants, it had no formal reflection process from
administration. Due to growth, it is necessary to conduct a future visioning process. Future
processes need to utilize measurable goals, have a plan for formal reflection, and occur more
frequently than 20 years.
Keywords: agricultural education, curriculum, program evaluation, vision 2020
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Chapter 1: Introduction
As the world becomes more populated, agriculture is faced with more challenges. It is
necessary to create a workforce that is interested and prepared to face these challenges. An
educational system must be set up and maintained in order to create the workforce that can
evolve with the new challenges. Agricultural education attempts to do this.
The Research Problem
Education is a field that experiences constant transition from the perceived best practices
and latest research. Likewise, agriculture is an ever-evolving industry where farmers face real
world challenges to feed and clothe the world daily. The meshing of these two industries is
agriculture education and is being taught in K-12 public schools across the United States.
Georgia’s Department of Education wrote the “2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia” (See Appendix G) in 1998, encouraged to do so from the “Reinventing Agricultural
Education for the Year 2020” initiative by the National Council for Agricultural Education in
1996 (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The plan was written over a three year period to
predict the needs of agriculture 20 years in the future and to identify how those needs were going
to be met by the implementation of practices. The plan was broken down into 11 different
themes. Each theme had a vision statement followed by two to four goals with strategies to
accomplish those goals. This research looks to address how that plan was written, who wrote it,
and what changes can be seen today, 20 years later. Now, 20 years later, current educators must
look at the problems that exist and how agriculture education should continue to change to help
solve the problems of today and in the future. What can the process of writing and implementing
the “2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia” teach us about future visions of
agriculture education in Georgia?
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The Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of this study is to record a significant part of history for Georgia
Agricultural Education. Particularly, why the 2020 Vision of Agricultural Education was written
and what was implemented from the efforts of the Committee for Georgia’s 2020 Visioning
Initiative. Why did the people that were chosen for the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia decide to work on such a project and what was their involvement with the vision after it
was written? Did the “2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia” come to fruition in
2020? If so, why or why not? The research includes semi-structured interviews with the
committee members and other stakeholders now involved with agricultural education in Georgia.
Secondly, what can we learn about this process that should be used when creating future
revisions to the agricultural education program in Georgia? What are the events that should
trigger such a revision? How often should something like this occur? It is certain that revision of
educational programs will occur, just as advancements in agriculture will hopefully continue.
What has the 2020 Vision of Agricultural Education in Georgia taught us for future changes?
Research Questions
The following questions gave structure to the interviews and research about the 2020
Vision of Agricultural Education.
1. How were the goals for each theme in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia identified?
2. Were the goals in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia achieved for
each theme?
3. How were the strategies identified and implemented to achieve the goals determined
by the committee for each theme?
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4. How should the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia influence future
change in agricultural education in Georgia?
Significance of the Study
The significance of this study lies in the fact that agricultural education will face changes
in the future. The qualitative analysis of this research evaluated stakeholders in the 2020 Vision
of Agricultural Education in Georgia, as well as current agricultural education teachers with
varying levels of experience that were unaware of the plan’s existence or effectiveness. The
results of this study will provide the researcher a more complete understanding of the thought
that goes into making such a plan, implementing the plan, and then determining the effectiveness
of the plan. Lastly, the researcher can use the results of this research to help guide and improve
the effectiveness of future changes in agricultural education to better align with the needs of
society.
Definition of Terms
The following terms are defined to provide clarity in this study:
•

Agricultural Awareness: “The public awareness of the importance of agriculture to the
success of our own well-being and the safety and security of our American way of life”
(Georgia Department of Education, 1998).

•

Agricultural Education: “A systematic program of instruction available to students desiring
to learn about the science, business, technology of plant and animal production and/or about
the environmental and natural resources systems” (National FFA Organization, n.d.a).

•

Area Teacher: A mentoring teacher whose job is to assist middle school and high school
agricultural education teachers in their geographic area of the state; area teachers specialize
in Animal Science, Agricultural Mechanics, Forestry and Natural Resources, or Plant Science

4

and Horticulture; area teachers do not teach secondary educational classes; area teachers help
manage the various FFA competitions and events across the state.
•

Biotechnology: “A range of tools, including traditional breeding techniques, that alter living
organisms, or parts of organisms, to make or modify products; improve plants or animals; or
develop microorganisms for specific agricultural uses ” (U.S. Department of Agriculture,
n.d.).

•

Extended Day/Extended Year: Grant funds provided to local school systems to provide to
agricultural education teachers for the “purpose of providing instructional services and
leadership development activities and supervision of agricultural projects beyond the regular
school day (Georgia Department of Education, 2016).

•

Global Agriculture: Sharing knowledge and combining efforts to implement solutions in
agriculture on a global scale to maintain a livable environment in the more crowded world of
the future (Georgia Department of Education, 1998).

•

Global Awareness: “The extent to which a person is cognizant of the fact that experiences
and events are part of an international, global, or world society, and his understanding of
himself as a member of that society” (Schuerholz-Lehr, 2007, p. 183).

•

Lifelong Learning: “What an individual learns throughout a lifetime beginning with birth,
including formal education provided through courses and degree programs offered on
campus or at a distance” (Carter, 2004).

•

Marketing: The promotion of the value of agricultural education programs, through
strategies, traditional or yet to be created (Georgia Department of Education, 1998).

•

Program of Work: A set of guidelines an agricultural education teacher must fulfill to
receive their full extended day/extended year stipend from the state department of education.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature
Introduction
Moore (2018) stated that agricultural educators have largely failed to document the
history of the agricultural education profession due to their normally pragmatic nature. There
have only been two articles (Camp & Crunkilton, 1985; Foor & Connors, 2010) that tried to
narrow down and acknowledge the leading contributors to agricultural education (Moore, 2018).
Rufus Stimson, an early leader in agricultural education, collected material and wrote a book that
many deem valuable to the history of agricultural education. That book was never published. The
absence of the publication and missing materials of which were collected to write the book are a
treasure that is lost to the profession (Moore, 2018). Agricultural education has a history in the
United States that is worth recording, and the state of Georgia has largely been at the forefront of
that history (Foor & Connors, 2010; Wheeler, 1948).
On January 1, 1996, the National Council for Agricultural Education began the initiative
known as “Reinventing Agricultural Education for the Year 2020” (RAE), which was sponsored
by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation (Conroy & Kelsey, 2000). The W. K. Kellogg Foundation was
founded to “help people help themselves through the practical application of knowledge and
resources to improve their quality of life and that of future generations” (Georgia Department of
Education, 1998). The W. K. Kellogg Foundation provided a grant to the National FFA
Foundation in the amount of $1.49 million dollars to fund the RAE 2020 project for a period of
three years (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). On March 24, 1998, 160 leaders from the
education, agriculture, agribusiness, and government sectors from the state of Georgia gathered
in Perry, Georgia to develop a state of Georgia response to the RAE 2020. Stakeholders were put
through exercises that allowed Georgia state agricultural education staff to interpret and create
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11 themes for the 2020 Vision of Agricultural Education in Georgia (Georgia Department of
Education, 1998).
Review of the literature will attempt to capture the creation and implementation of the
2020 Vision of Agricultural Education in Georgia. This shift from a pragmatic nature may help
identify best practices and pitfalls for program reform as agricultural education in Georgia
attempts to keep up with the ever-changing industries of agriculture and education. Perhaps most
importantly, it will help record and recognize the grand efforts of the 160 people that came forth
to help further agricultural education in the state of Georgia.
What is Agricultural Education?
Agricultural education is a systematic program of instruction available to students
desiring to learn about the science, business, technology of plant and animal production and/or
about the environmental and natural resources systems (National FFA, n.d.). Agricultural
education is currently taught through a three-component model that includes classroom
instruction, experiential learning, and leadership education (National Association of Agricultural
Educators, n.d.). The three-component model is a guide for a complete approach to formal
agricultural education by having each of the three components being equal in size and
overlapping, emphasizing the connectivity, yet also the uniqueness of each of the three
components (Shoulders & Toland, 2017).
Classroom instruction occurs within the classroom and campus facilities of a school
through formal instruction methods that include lecture, demonstration, guided and independent
practice, review, and assessment (Croom, 2008). The planning of such instruction is done by an
agricultural education teacher that is guided by state curriculum in agricultural mechanics,
animal science, horticulture, agricultural production, biotechnology, and natural resources
(Talbert, Vaughn, & Croom, 2006). Through these agricultural education courses that integrate
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curriculum with hands-on learning, students are more apt to cultivate skills that result in positive
attitudes for success after high school (Witt, Ulmer, Burris, Brashears, & Burley, 2014).
The second component of the three-component model of agricultural education is the
experiential learning component. This component is comprised of what is now known as the
Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE), which has roots of existence prior to formal
agricultural education as we know it today. When public schools were first encouraged to train a
workforce to support agriculture, schools created corn clubs where young men competed to see
who could grow the heaviest twenty acres of corn (Wheeler, 1948). Rufous Stimson took what
most schools were doing with corn clubs and modified it to be known as The Home Project
(Moore, 1988). The Home Project evolved into the Supervised Occupational Experience
Program (SOEP) and is now the SAE (Camp & Crunkilton, 1985). The Smith-Hughes Act of
1917 was mandated that all students enrolled in agricultural education studies were to have
supervised farm practice, satisfied by the SAE (Moore, 1988). The SAE program was originally
designed so that students could gain hands-on experience in production agriculture (Boone,
Doerfert, & Elliott, 1987).
While the SAE is an integral component of agricultural education, a summit from the
National Council for Agricultural Education was held in 2011 and found that fewer students
were becoming exposed to the SAE component of agricultural education. The summit identified
several barriers that contributed to fewer students being introduced to this integral component of
the three-component model. Those barriers included increased enrollment numbers limiting
teacher time to supervise individual students, less students having a background in agricultural
production, a lack of resources for both the students and teachers, confusion among
administrators about the student engagement at local levels, and the misconception that SAEs are
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primarily about awards programs (The Council, n.d.). In 2015, the committee created a document
titled “SAE for All” that would help teachers have 100% SAE engagement from students. This
expanded the reach of SAEs to include additional types of SAE categories for students, such as a
school business enterprise (The Council, n.d.). The role of the SAE today is similar to that of
what Stimson intended but is certainly different to meet the needs of modern education.
According to Smith and Rayfield (2016), the purpose for the SAE shifts as the philosophical
approach to agricultural education shifts. The pendulum exists in the question of whether a
student should use the SAE project to learn and discover new skills and curriculum, or allow the
SAE project to be how a student displays the skills and curriculum they learn in class.
The final component of the three-component model is leadership education. National
FFA Organization, a Career Technical Student Organization (CTSO), serves as the vehicle for
leadership education for agricultural education (National Coordinating Council for Career and
Technical Student Organizations, n.d.). In 1928, the National FFA Organization was founded
under the name Future Farmers of America. The name changed in 1988 from Future Farmers of
America, to the National FFA Organization, to reflect the expanding diversity of the agriculture
industry (National FFA Organization, n.d.b). “The National FFA Organization provides
leadership, personal growth, and career success training through agricultural education. Today
there are 700,170 FFA members, aged 12-21, in 8,612 chapters in all 50 states, Puerto Rico, and
the U.S. Virgin Islands” (National FFA Organization, 2019, para. 1). Between 2010 and 2018,
there was an increase in student membership by 28% (Sheehan & Moore, 2019).
The National FFA Organization operates under a federal charter that was granted in
1950 under Public Law-81-740 by U.S. Congress. The National FFA Organization uses this
charter as its articles of incorporation and governing document. Technical revisions were made
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in 1998 under the passing of Public Law 105-225 (FFA New Horizons, 2018). The federal
charter was updated again in 2019 to give the National FFA Organization more autonomy to
select its board members for the National FFA Board of Directors, as well as ensuring the three
component model of agricultural education is protected in agricultural education programs across
the nation (FFA New Horizons, 2019). The National FFA Organization is successful because of
the local community involvement across the United States and U.S. territories. Local FFA
chapters are able to conduct business due to an advisor or advisors, and a student-ran officer
team. The officers create a Program of Activities that revolve around goals for the development
of the individual student, chapter, and community. Members of the local chapters are able to
compete in a minimum of 24 Career Development Events (CDEs) or Leadership Development
Events (LDEs) that are as broad as the agricultural curriculum and industry (National
Coordinating Council for Career and Technical Student Organizations, n.d.).
Even prior to the founding of the Future Farmers of America, agricultural educators
were teaching their students about leadership through the principles of parliamentary procedure
in agricultural education classes. This practice dates back as early as 1906 at the New York State
School of Agriculture, 22 years before the Future Farmers of America was founded. Having an
understanding of the practice of parliamentary procedure allowed students to be able to conduct
the first National Agricultural Education Congress efficiently (Connors, 2004). Countless FFA
members have been able to apply their knowledge of parliamentary procedure, which they
learned and used through agricultural education and FFA, to become active and productive
members in society (Connors, 2004).
History of Georgia Agricultural Education
Prior to James Oglethorpe setting sail from Gravesend, England on November 16, 1732,
he knew that agricultural education would be pivotal to the success of the future colony of
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Georgia and spent a year developing a plan. Oglethorpe’s plan of agricultural education had
three parts. First, Oglethorpe wanted to immediately utilize the ways of Native Americans that
inhabited the coast of Georgia. Second, Oglethorpe wanted to establish an experimental farm in
the new colony for the colonists to determine ways to propagate and cultivate crops for new
enterprise. Lastly, Oglethorpe understood that it was critical to be able to educate and train the
colonists and therefore wanted to hire special instructors of agriculture (Wheeler, 1948).
Oglethorpe put his plan into motion in the early spring of 1733 by seeking out Chief
Tomochichi, a 90 year old Native American philosopher, for advice on agricultural practices
from the Native Americans. Tomochichi selected Yamacraw Bluff as the settlement location due
to its fertile soils, which is now known as Savannah. Chief Tomochichi held daily conferences
with the settlers to teach them agricultural practices, resulting in an abundance of crops in the
first year, allowing for 1,000 bushels of corn for export (Wheeler, 1948). An experimental
garden was established in Savannah and was known as the Trustees’ Garden. The garden was 10
acres. Trees were planted and freely given to the settlers from the Trustees’ Garden. In 1736,
Hugh Anderson was appointed as the director of the Trustee’s Garden. On June 10, 1740, Mr.
Anderson gave a “Report of the State of the Province of Georgia”, effectively being the first
agricultural experiment station report written in America (Wheeler, 1948). On April 3, 1733,
Oglethorpe hired Nicolas Amatis, his brother, and another Italian man. They were given a salary
of 25 pounds annually for four years along with each a 450 acre tract of land, which they could
keep the production from each year in addition to their salary. They were predominantly charged
with creating a silk enterprise from the Georgia colony by educating the settlers. Their efforts
proved fruitful as Queen Caroline of England celebrated her 52 birthday in May of 1735 with a
dress made entirely from Georgia silk, establishing the importance of Georgia silk as an
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important export commodity. These three Italian men were the first special instructors in Georgia
as well as the first agricultural educators to be hired in the forming country (Wheeler, 1948).
The first school of agriculture in Georgia was an orphan school, founded by the
Reverend John Martin Bolzius in 1734 about 30 miles north of Oglethorpe’s settlement
(Wheeler, 1948). Upon visiting the Reverend John Martin Bolzius’ orphanage, Reverend George
Whitfield was so impressed that he founded the Bethesda School, which more closely aligned
with Oglethorpe’s plan. At the Bethesda School, students were taught practices from Chief
Tomochichi, learned from the Trustees’ Garden, and were placed in an apprentice program
where the boys were given farms of their own at the age of 16 (Wheeler, 1948). At one time the
farm at the Bethesda School was more than 8,000 acres (Wheeler, 1948). The Bethesda School
has gone through much reorganization throughout the years but still operates today as a college
preparation school for boys on 650 acres, known as Bethesda Academy (Bethesda Academy,
n.d.).
The first legislative report on teaching agriculture came on December 20, 1823, when
the Georgia legislature encouraged publicly funded schools of agriculture. The schools that were
founded with this encouragement were known as Manual Labor Schools and were situated on
large farms, largely supported by various religious denominations across the state during 18301840. They gained much support in the Georgia legislature, resulting in the General Assembly
empowering each County Board of Education to establish Manual Labor Schools. By 1840, ten
were established across the state (Wheeler, 1948). By 1844, the Manual Labor Schools system
had failed. The last remaining Manual Labor School in Georgia was the Hearn Manual Labor
School. The Hearn Manual Labor School was established in Cave Spring, Georgia and continued
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in operation until the Federal troops destroyed the school during the Civil War (Lull, 1914;
Wheeler, 1948).
In 1903, the first high school agriculture course was taught for boys at Temple High
School of Carroll County. The class was taught by Ira W. Williams, who was a graduate from the
Agricultural College of the University of Georgia. The school began to be known as “The
Agricultural School of Carroll County” and gained large notoriety from their story being
published in a special bulletin from the University of Georgia. The Honorable Hoke Smith, who
at the time was a lawyer, placed one of his farms at the disposal of Mr. Williams and the school
to be used. Mr. Smith also provided teams, equipment, and finances (Wheeler, 1948).
Public School Act. The Public School Act was passed by the Georgia General Assembly in 1903
and became law on August 15, 1903. The law required schools that received state funding to
teach agricultural education (Wheeler, 1948). The Public School Act of 1903 outlined
agricultural education curriculum for fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh grades. In an effort to meet
the needs of the curriculum, Newton County School Commissioner, G. C. Adams, created an
agricultural club in the 1904-1905 school year where 101 boys competed in a corn club contest.
Of the 101 boys, 40 completed the corn contest satisfactorily, and 23 submitted corn to be judged
in the first corn show in Georgia. The results were on display on the steps of the Newton County
Court House steps, in Covington, Georgia, on October 16, 1905. Prizes were awarded to eight
individual students (Wheeler, 1948).
The agricultural club and corn club work received much praise from Dr. Joseph S.
Stewart, who was the Professor of Secondary Education at The University of Georgia. Stewart
wanted to expand upon the ideas of teaching agriculture through a contest by G. C. Adams to all
schools across the state (Wheeler, 1948). In November of 1905, a meeting was held where an
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Advisory Committee was selected to oversee this project. Committee members included: G. C.
Adams, Newton County School Commissioner; M. L. Duggan, Secretary of the State School
Commissioners Association; Dudley M. Hughes, Trustee of the University of Georgia; Harvie
Jordan, Director of Farmers’ Institutes; J. J. Conner, President of the State Agricultural Society;
Frank Weldon, Secretary of the State Fair Association; and many others (Wheeler, 1948). At this
meeting, the Advisory Committee decided to organize the state by counties through the teachers
and County School Commissioners, replicate the county-wide corn club contest from Newton
County, and cooperate with the Georgia State Fair to organize a state-wide corn club contest with
the winner from each county (Wheeler, 1948). In 1910, 23 counties were represented at the State
Fair in Macon, Georgia in the club contest where prizes were given for the most productive acre
of corn and the best ear of corn (Wheeler, 1948).
While much emphasis was being given to agricultural education for children, there was
a growing need to provide agricultural education to adults. In 1889, the Georgia General
Assembly charged the Georgia Experiment Station with educating adults through the
establishment of Farmers’ Institutes. The first institutes were not established until 1903
(Wheeler, 1948). Harvie Jordan was appointed State Director of the Institutes and was charged
with conducting at least one Institute in each of the 44 Senatorial Districts in the state of Georgia
(Wheeler, 1948). Topics ranged from what were then considered duties for the men on the farm
as well as the women in the home and were taught from a variety of lecturers, one of which
included Mr. Dudley M. Hughes (Wheeler, 1948). The Institutes were largely successful, with
over 20,000 people in attendance in 1904. Yet farmers did criticize the timing of the Institutes
not being conducive to their schedules and lecturers not being seen as qualified to lead their
lectures. The Farmers’ Institute was charged with conducting Institutes across the state, the
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department was given only $2,500 to do so, limiting the effectiveness of the Institutes (Wheeler,
1948).
The Morrill Act. The Morrill Act, passed in 1862 by the National Congress, allotted
30,000 acres of land to each state for each senator and representative had in the United States
Congress to be used to create Land Grant Colleges (Wheeler, 1948). Land Grant Colleges were
to be used to teach agriculture and the Mechanical Arts. While Land Grant Institutions were
created in 1862, a professorship in agriculture had already been established at The University of
Georgia in 1854 (Wheeler, 1948). Georgia benefited greatly financially from the land sales
granted under the Morrill Act by the sum of $242,202.17, which was more than South Carolina
but less than other surrounding states (Wheeler, 1948). Land-grant universities house the
majority of agricultural education teacher training departments across the United States, as well
as most subject matter that agricultural education teachers are charged with teaching (Herren &
Hillison, 1996).
Smith-Hughes Act. The Smith-Hughes Act was adopted by the United States House of
Representatives on February 16 and then by the United States Senate on February 17, and signed
by President Woodrow Wilson on February 23 of 1917 (Smith Hughes Act, 1917) (Wheeler,
1948). The Smith Hughes Act effectively became a law on July 1, 2017 (Wheeler, 1948). The
Smith-Hughes Act provided federal monies to co-operate with the state governments in the
creation of vocational programs, promote agriculture and industrial education, and to prepare
teachers for such educational programs (Smith Hughes Act, 1917). It set forth the structure of
agricultural education that many teachers will point to as the cornerstone of agricultural
education (Camp & Crunkilton, 1985). The state of Georgia played a special role in the passing
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of the Smith-Hughes Act since U. S. Senator Hoke Smith and U. S. Congressman Dudley
Hughes were both proud Georgians (Wheeler, 1948).
Both Senator Hoke Smith and Congressman Dudley Hughes served on President
Wilson’s Commission on National Aid to Vocational Education, along with notable
representatives such as Charles A. Prosser of New York. The Commission on National Aid to
Vocational Education was founded in 1914 and chaired by Senator Hoke Smith. The PanamaPacific International Exposition was held in San Francisco in 1915. It was at the Panama-Pacific
International Exposition that Hoke Smith saw Rufous Stimson present his approach to
agricultural education through the project method of teaching (Moore, 1988). Stimson’s
presentation at the exposition won the Grand Prix award (Stimson, 1919). Stimson’s presentation
had direct impact on the creation of the Smith-Hughes Act, which required all students of
agriculture to have hands-on, supervised practice of agriculture principles and techniques
(Deyoe, 1943; Thayer, 1928). While the Smith-Hughes Act was championed by the Georgia
Senator and Congressman, Charles Prosser from New York drafted the bill (Barlow, 1976). Hoke
Smith’s involvement with the Agricultural School of Carroll County and Dudley Hughes’
involvement with the agricultural clubs and Farmers Institutes undoubtedly provided them with
the experience needed to attempt to solve the nation’s need for agricultural education (Wheeler,
1948).
The Smith-Hughes Act allowed for funding for teacher preparation (Smith-Hughes Act,
1917). The method of apprenticeship training for teacher preparation and certification was not
mandated by the College of Education by The University of Georgia until 1938. However, by
1928 all vocational agriculture teachers in Georgia were required to participate in the
apprenticeship program in order to obtain certification. The first apprentices in agricultural
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education were as early as 1918. Agricultural educators were the first certified educators in
Georgia to adopt the apprenticeship method, which is certainly a nod to the home project method
that agricultural education looks to as a cornerstone of its program (Wheeler, 1948).
FFA. In an effort to change the attitudes of young men toward farming and instill a
sense of self-reliance, Henry C. Groseclose of Blacksburg, Virginia, along with three other
faculty members, founded the Future Farmers of Virginia in 1925 at Virginia Polytechnic
Institute (Wheeler, 1948) (Camp & Crunkilton, 1985). In the summer of 1927, Groseclose came
to Georgia and approached the agricultural educators with the idea of creating a national
organization to be named the Future Farmers of America (Wheeler, 1948). Georgia agricultural
education teachers reviewed a proposed constitution and bylaws at their annual conference for
Future Farmer Chapters. Local FFA Chapters began to establish in Georgia in the fall of 1928
(Wheeler, 1948). Statham High School is credited with being the first FFA chapter in Georgia,
starting a chain reaction for chapters to be founded across the state (Wheeler, 1948). A state
association known as the Georgia Association of Future Farmers of America was founded in July
of 1929, being the tenth state to join the Future Farmers of America and gain a charter. Bill
Bowdoin of Statham, Georgia served as the President of the Georgia Association of Future
Farmers, while M. D. Mobley, then Assistant Supervisor of Vocational Agriculture, was elected
as the first state advisor to the Georgia Association of Future Farmers in 1929 (Wheeler, 1948).
During the school year 1929-1930, there were 57 chapters with a total of 1010 members
(Wheeler, 1948).
In 1937, land was procured by the Georgia Association of Future Farmers of America
for the purpose of having a permanent home for the association in the form of a camp. The 375
acres stretched along the shoreline of Lake Jackson in Newton County, Georgia. The camp
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would have facilities that included a dining hall, an auditorium, buildings equipped with shop
labs, a library, a classroom, an infirmary, barracks, and cottages. By July 1, of 1942, all buildings
were complete and the camp was able to accomodate 400 people. The construction of the camp
was made possible by the National Youth Administration, employing 100 young men to build
the camp beginning in the fall of 1937. The First Lady, Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, visited the
camp on March 29, 1938. Since 1939, the camp has hosted annual meetings for agricultural
education teachers and state conventions for the Georgia FFA Association (Wheeler, 1948). In
1938 Camp John Hope was opened as a state camp for the New Farmers of America (NFA) in
Georgia (Tabor, 1947). Tabor (1947, p. 156) stated:
“The progress of building Camp John Hope was long and tedious, but the promotion of
the work by many Georgia citizens, who saw the importance of making available to
Negro young people a wholesome, active summer environment, is inspiring as to what
can be accomplished by ardent supporters of a project to promote the growth and welfare
of modern youth”.
While some states utilized only one camp after the Future Farmers of America and the
New Farmers of America merged in 1965, Georgia maintained both camps and operates them
both today for the conduciveness of the chapters from the different geographical regions across
the state (Connors, Falk, & Epps, 2010, Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019).
“The Green Hand” is a book written by Paul W. Chapman, State Director of Vocational
Education for Georgia in 1932. It depicts a real situation at a Father-Son banquet in Cedar Grove,
Georgia. Father-Son banquets were held for fathers to acquaint themselves with the agricultural
education programs in the schools of their sons and are the origin of what is now known and
practiced as the Chapter Banquet (Wheeler, 1948). The real situation in Cedar Grove, included a
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young boy placing fire crackers and pistol shells inside a stove near the speaker at the banquet.
The agricultural education teacher takes him under his mentorship to encourage building the
character of the young man through the FFA. The story inspired Chapman to write the book,
which was made into a motion picture in 1939 known as “The Green Hand”. The motion picture
was displayed in theatres across the nation, with the leading actors being then Georgia
Association of Future Farmers of America Advisor, M. D. Mobley, and John T. Wheeler
(Wheeler, 1948).
Agricultural Education Program. The curriculum of agriculture continued to evolve
until there was a state-wide revision in the 1940’s (Wheeler, 1948). The state program of
vocational agriculture sought out adult farmers and recently graduated farm boys to determine
the direction of the curriculum. The state program of vocational agriculture found that problems
persisted in the ability to work on and repair farm equipment and buildings, provide food for a
farm family, and the conservation of natural resources found on the farm. These findings
identified the need for localized shops to be created in local schools and utilized by the
communities. In 1942, there were around 450 shops throughout rural schools in Georgia
(Wheeler, 1948). Schools in Franklin, Hart, and Gwinnett Counties experimented with canning
centers to be utilized by the communities as early as 1926. These three experimental locations
combined for an annual production of 15,000 pint cans. By 1942, 383 community canning
centers were in operation under the Department of Vocational Agriculture for the state of
Georgia, producing over 10,500,000 cans annually (Wheeler, 1948).
In 1940, the United States was preparing to defend against the Axis Powers of World
War II. Part of that defense plan was the creation of the “Out of School Rural Youth and Adults”
program to aide in the production of agricultural products and skilled mechanical workers from
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rural communities. Special supervisors of the program in Georgia were agricultural education
teachers who were permitted a temporary leave of absence from their normal duties at their local
County Boards of Education. Local schools opened up their shops and canneries as centers for
war training (Wheeler, 1948). Through these school-based centers, 8,881 tractors and farm trucks
were repaired, 123,700 repairs to other farm equipment was made, 53,770 pieces of farm
equipment was constructed, 20,745,506 pints of vegetables, fruits, and meats were canned, thirty
one tons of food was dehydrated, and over a half a million pounds of food was preserved in the
school freezer locker plants (Wheeler, 1948). One hundred and forty four high school
agricultural education teachers of Georgia had left the classroom to fight in WWII by 1944, with
seven making the ultimate sacrifice, unable to come home to their families or profession
(Wheeler, 1948).
The gaps of information about the program operation throughout the history of
agricultural education in Georgia can be credited to pragmatic nature of agricultural education
teachers (Moore, 2018).
Present Status of Georgia Agricultural Education
The 2018-2019 school year ended with Georgia having 337 agricultural education
programs, serving 74,549 students, of which 43,559 had chosen to be FFA members. Of the 337
agricultural education programs, 220 of them are high school agricultural education programs
and 117 are middle school agricultural education programs. Student enrollment in agricultural
education in Georgia has consistently grown for the past 10 years (Georgia Agricultural
Education, 2019). The program is split up into three regions which are known as the north,
central, and south regions. The north region is the largest in student population and involvement.
Only 13 of the 159 Georgia counties lack an agricultural education program. 27 counties in
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Georgia have a food processing center, also known as canning plants, which is a service offered
to their communities and ran by agricultural education and young farmer teachers (Georgia
Agricultural Education, 2019).
National accolades piled up for the Georgia Agricultural Education program from the
National FFA Convention in 2019. The Georgia agricultural education program had 24 national
proficiency finalists, of which eight were the national winner. One of the four finalists from the
American Star in Agricultural Placement was from Georgia. Georgia swept the nation with all
national finalists in the Middle School Model of Excellence being from Georgia, with West
Jackson Middle School named the national winner. Two high schools from Georgia were also
national finalists in their Model of Excellence category. The individual winner for the National
FFA talent contest was from Georgia. A chapter from Georgia FFA won the National FFA Hall
of States competition, highlighting Georgia agricultural commodities. One hundred and thirty
two FFA students from Georgia earned the coveted American Degree from National FFA, which
is the highest degree a member can obtain. Nationally, less than one percent of all FFA members
earn the American Degree (Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019; Woodard, 2019).
Participation in the Summer Leadership Camp was at an all-time high of 3,041 students
during the 2019 summer. The 2019 participation broke the long-standing attendance record that
was set in 1960 with 2912 students. The lowest Summer Leadership Camp attendance between
1950 and 2019 was 424 students during the summer of 1990 (Georgia Agricultural Education,
2019). The Georgia FFA-FCCLA Center also saw a groundbreaking joint partnership project
between the Georgia FFA-FCCLA Center, Newton County, the State of Georgia, and the
Georgia Agricultural Education program come to fruition in January of 2019. The joint project
was the construction and opening of the T. M. “Mort” Ewing Newton County Agricultural
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Center. The agricultural center is named after Mr. “Mort” Ewing, whom is a Newton County
resident, supporter of agricultural education, and former Georgia Farm Bureau President. The
agricultural center consists of three buildings: a 10,800-square-foot indoor climate controlled
arena, classroom, and concessions; a 10,000-square-foot barn that can house up to 100 beef
cattle; and a 35,000-square-foot horse arena. The total amount of public and private monies
raised to build such a facility amounts to over five million dollars (Georgia Agricultural
Education, 2019; Georgia Farm Bureau, 2019).
Georgia Young Farmers Association. Georgia Young Farmers Association serves as
the adult education component of agricultural education, with 59 chapters operating under a state
charter. While there are over 5,000 dues paying members in the Georgia Young Farmers
Association, over 15,000 adult Georgians were assisted by Young Farmer teachers during the
2018-2019 school year. The Georgia Young Farmer teachers contribute to agricultural awareness
in the state of Georgia through interactions with individuals, teaching adult classes, assisting K12 teachers, and participating in various activities with Georgia state legislators (Georgia
Agricultural Education, 2019). Adults who wish to support agricultural education can also join
the Georgia FFA Alumni Association, which had 57 active alumni affiliate chapters with a total
membership of 26,557 members during the 2018-2019 school year (Georgia Agricultural
Education, 2019).
Georgia Vocational Agricultural Teachers Association. 482 of the 483 agricultural
education teachers in Georgia belong to the Georgia Vocational Agricultural Teachers
Association (GVATA), which is a professional organization (Georgia Agricultural Education,
2019). The mission of GVATA is “to provide agricultural education for the global community
through visionary leadership, advocacy, and service” (Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019, p.
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26). This mission is carried out through the execution of the GVATA Tactical Plan (Georgia
Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association, 2019). More than half of the agricultural education
teachers in Georgia have less than ten years of teaching experience, with the largest subcategory
being teachers with zero to five years of experience (Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019).
Agricultural educators that teach in grades 6-12 in Georgia are paid an additional hour a day for
the traditional 190 day school year and up to an additional 40 days for the summer in what is
called extended-day and extended-year pay for their additional duties with the FFA and
agricultural education program. These funds are provided by the state and are a line item in the
budget for the State of Georgia (State of Georgia, 2019).
Elementary Agricultural Education. Agricultural education will now formally reach
into the elementary schools of Georgia by the means of state approved curriculum for
kindergarten through fifth grades due to Senate Bill 330, which was signed into law in 2018
(Georgia Agricultural Education, n.d.a; Georgia General Assembly, 2018). The idea of formally
teaching about agriculture through the creation of agricultural education standards was due to
two Georgia high school students who had the idea and pursued it for their Supervised
Agricultural Experience project. It was presented by Emily Potter and Dalton Green to Georgia
State Sen. Jeff Mullis in 2016. In 2017 it was introduced to the Georgia legislature and failed.
After appropriate changes were made to the bill and being reintroduced by the Senate
Agriculture Committee, it passed in 2018 (Georgia Farm Bureau, n.d.). Standards for agricultural
education elementary curriculum are being developed through a three year pilot program and can
be accessed through the Georgia Agricultural Education website (Georgia Agricultural
Education; n.d.). Senate Bill 330 also defined agricultural education in grades six through 12 as
the three-component model and mandates that all publicly funded schools in the state of Georgia
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who offer an agricultural education program be required to offer the complete three-component
model that is recognized nationally (Georgia General Assembly, 2018).
Evolving Agricultural Industry & Global Demands
On October 10 of 1926, at the Georgia State Exposition, Dudley Hughes made a public
address at the fair. Hughes stated “Progress in farming will never be made by simply continuing
to do as well as our fathers have done; progress will come only when vocational education in
agriculture makes it possible for the oncoming generations of farmers to see the problems of
farming from the standpoint of our present successes in farming, and in the light of scientific
research and investigation” (Wheeler, 1948, p. 365).
A challenge exists for survival and quality of life through the demand food and
production agriculture levels on a global scale (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, 2009). The global population is expected to reach 9.7 billion people by 2050 and 11
billion people by 2100. While the growth is at a slower rate than the growth experienced in the
late 1900’s due to lowered fertility rates, it is still an increase in the number of people to be fed
and clothed (Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2019). In order to meet this need, it
will require a global effort. Production agriculture in nearly every country will need to double.
Examples of the demand for annual production increase for different agricultural commodities
include cereal production increasing by one billion tons and increasing meat production by more
than 200 million tons. This increase in production is having to be done with less available
resources such as land, water, and fertilizer, by a population today that is more removed from the
farm than ever before (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2009). While
consumers are more removed from the farm than ever, they are closer to international food
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products on grocery store shelves than ever before as well, further emphasizing the globalization
of agriculture (Boyd, Felton, & Dooley, 2004).
The changes occurring in the agriculture, food, and natural resources systems are
occurring at a rapid rate that is unmatched in history (Dennis, Aguilera, & Satin, 2009). The
industry is rapidly adopting technology and methods of production, aiding in the anticipated
increase in acceptance rates of new technologies and production methods in agriculture in the
future. The adoptions of these agricultural technologies and methods have a positive relationship
with agricultural productivity, income, and food security (Maertens & Barrett, 2013). While the
rapid changes and innovative adoptions in agriculture are largely due to the increasing demands
of a growing population, it also is a result of a shift in the philosophical approach of agriculture
in our society. The sustainability of agriculture has origins that focused on the management of
natural resources. However, sustainable agriculture in today’s society considers economic
impact, social stability, in addition to managing our natural resources efficiently. Society, in a
global sense, wants to feed the world, but protect the quality of life for current and future
generations while doing so (Viaggi, 2015).
The endless evolution and diversification of the domestic and international agriculture
industry demands a workforce that is equipped with the transferrable competencies like critical
thinking, problem solving, and the ability to communicate effectively (Blickenstaff, Wolf, Falk,
& Foltz, 2015). In order to meet the needs of the industry, educational institutions need to
attempt to reform curriculum in a manner that reflects the industry changes (Arum & Roksa,
2011; National Research Council, 2009b). While agricultural educators will claim to appreciate
the need for students to have transferrable skills that are needed to be successful in the
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agricultural industry, more effort is needed to help students develop these skills (Blickenstaff, et
al., 2015).
Agricultural Education Reform
Curriculum reform for agricultural education in Georgia began with an organized
approach to job analysis on farms. This method allowed educators to look at curriculum and
organize them in a pragmatic effort to solve problems that existed on farms (Wheeler, 1948).
Wheeler (1948) states that the job became the unit in agricultural education and rather than
create a class around a subject, classes were created around agricultural problems, supported by
local specialists, and experiment stations. The methods of which these problems were addressed
were in a problem solving procedure outlined in five steps by Dr. O. C. Aderhold from the
University of Georgia: (1) get a clear understanding of the real life problem with a desire to solve
it; (2) get the students to think of ways to solve the problem with their current level of
understanding, predicting the outcome of their solution; (3) test their predictions with local
resources; (4) draw conclusions as to the solution that best solves the real world problem; and (5)
apply the knowledge by performing the task and solving the problem. By 1936, this method of
problem solving was widely accepted and practiced in Georgia (Wheeler, 1948).
In 1995, the Georgia Department of Education sponsored a study to be done on its
agricultural education program. A report was submitted to the Georgia Department of Education
by Lee and Associates in January of 1996 (Lee, 1996). The report titled “Assessing the Current
Status, Needs, and Future Directions for Agricultural Education in Georgia” had 21 different
recommendations that were grouped into four categories. The categories of the report from Lee
(1996) were: (a) Curriculum; (b) Supervision, Teacher Education, and Student Organizations; (c)
Adult, Young Farmer, and Food Processing Programs; and (d) Curriculum Model: Georgia
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Comprehensive Agricultural Education Program. The Executive Summary of the report, which
includes the 21 different recommendations.
In 2005, the Georgia Joint Agriculture Education Study Committee was created by
House Resolution 50 in the Georgia legislature, providing a structure to create instructional
strategies for specific agricultural standards to be implemented into academic curriculum from
grades k-12 (Senate Research Office, 2010). Prior to the establishment of the Georgia Joint
Agriculture Education Study Committee, during the 2004-2005 school year, the number of
students enrolled in agricultural education courses in the state of Georgia was 27,033. There was
a substantial increase of students enrollment during the tenure of the Georgia Joint Agriculture
Education Study Committee with 40,383 students enrolled in agricultural education courses
during the 2009-2010 school year. This growth was the effect of additional agricultural programs
and FFA chapters being added in Georgia. In the 2004-2005 school year, there were 226 FFA
chapters. In 2009-2010, there were 286 FFA chapters. During this time only four schools in
Georgia had an incomplete agricultural education program that taught courses, yet lacked a
chartered FFA chapter (Senate Research Office, 2010). In 2006, the Agriculture Education Joint
Legislative Advisory Commission was created by House Bill 1227, which received a report
annually about the work being done, program direction, and trends in agricultural education. The
Agriculture Education Joint Legislative Advisory Commission would then review the report and
make recommendations on the future direction of the agricultural education program. Agriculture
Education Joint Legislative Advisory Commission sunset on December 31, 2012 (Senate
Research Office, 2010).
In Georgia, a student needs to earn four science credits to meet the requirements for
high school graduation. Prior to the 2009-2010 school year, Georgia’s agricultural education
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program offered only four courses that met the requirements to be considered a science credit for
a high school student (Senate Research Office, 2010). At the beginning of the 2009-2010 school
year, there were eight agricultural education courses that met the requirements for the fourth
science needed to earn a high school diploma in Georgia (Senate Research Office, 2010). As of
the 2019-2020 school year, there are six courses that meet the requirements to be considered as
the fourth science credit for high school graduation. The six courses that meet the Georgia
Department of Education requirements to be considered the fourth science required for high
school graduation are General Horticulture and Plant Science, Animal Science
Technology/Biotechnology, Plant Science and Biotechnology, Biotechnology, Natural Resources
Management, and Forest Science (Georgia Department of Education, 2019). The two agricultural
education courses that were removed from the approved fourth science list for the Georgia
Department of Education were Veterinary Science and Equine Science (Senate Research Office,
2010; Georgia Department of Education, 2019).
Reinventing Agricultural Education for the Year 2020
Agricultural education has received much criticism for creating strategic plans on the
national scale (Pope, 1992). While many will applaud the efforts in creating a plan, it is the
actions that are taken after a plan that define the success (Pope, 1992). The Strategic Plan for
Agricultural Education (1989) followed the New Directions in Education (National Research
Council, 1988) report. These reports identified changes that needed to be made in order for
agricultural education to stay relevant in public schools and the global economy. These reports
were made on the national scale and encouraged individual states to create their own strategic
plans, addressing many facets of the agricultural education programs, such as technology and
innovation (Eaton & Bruening, 1996).
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The reports from the late 1980’s laid the groundwork for the “Reinventing Agricultural
Education for the Year 2020” (RAE 2020) initiative that was announced on January 1 of 1996 by
the National Council for Agricultural Education (Georgia Department of Education, 1998).
Similarly to previous reports, states were challenged to create their own individual reports in an
effort to bring agricultural education into the 21st century. Two national conferences were held to
discuss these matters with the first held in Washington, DC and the second in Denver, Colorado.
The conferences provided specific training on how to proceed with creating a vision at the state
and local levels of agricultural education (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The RAE
2020 initiative was funded by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation with a $1.49 million dollar, threeyear, grant. The W. K. Kellogg Foundation is a private organization that provides grants to
nonprofit groups who construct plans for problems in their communities (Georgia Department of
Education, 1998). The RAE 2020 project was a huge undertaking that involved a total of 10,000
professionals from across the nation and U. S. territories (RAE 2020 Steering Committee, 1999).
Georgia 2020 Vision
The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was published in 1998 as a
response to the RAE 2020 project. On March 24, 1998, a conference was held in Perry, Georgia
with more than 160 people identified as leaders in education, government, agriculture, and
agribusiness. The objectives of the conference were to have:
•

a facilitated discussion of the challenges and opportunities facing the Georgia, U.S., and
global food systems;

•

stakeholders from across the state have the opportunity to create their vision for what
they believe to be the future of the agricultural education program;
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•

a strategic planning process implemented that facilitates local programs to generate new
partnerships and innovative initiatives to move toward their visions of the preferred
future;

•

empower stakeholders to implement initiatives developed in the strategic planning
process; and

•

summarize results into a state vision statement, strategic plan for implementation, and a
benchmark report (2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, 1998).
At this Georgia 2020 conference, many activities were conducted to stimulate thought

about what agriculture would look like in the year 2020 in the state of Georgia and complete the
listed objectives. These activities included writing letters to their grandchildren to be read in
2020, predicting headlines for local newspaper articles in 2020, and answering three main
questions: 1) Where was agricultural education twenty years ago? 2) Where is agricultural
education today? 3) Where do we want agricultural education to be in the future? (2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia, 1998). Through the activities at the conference, eleven
vision themes were created to format the 2020 Vision of Agricultural Education in Georgia.
Once the themes were created, Georgia Department of Education Agricultural Education staff
developed goals and strategies to support those themes (Georgia Department of Education,
1998).
The conference resulted in the creation of a vision statement for Georgia’s Agricultural
Education Program, which states, “To be a premier learning system in the delivery of
agricultural, environmental, and leadership programs and services.” (Georgia Department of
Education, 1998, p. 5). The eleven themes included global agriculture, agricultural awareness,
marketing, leadership, environmental, partnerships, technology, biotechnology, lifelong learning,
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curriculum, and recruitment. Each of the themes created their own vision statement along with
goals and strategies to accomplish those goals (2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia, 1998).
Global Agriculture. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia uses
global agriculture as a theme. The plan claimed that Georgia agricultural education needs to meet
the growing agricultural needs of the world that get more complicated with population growth, a
changing environment and climate, international trade, and the concern for natural resources
(Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that were identified for the Global
Agriculture theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia include:
1. “establish international opportunities for students and teachers;
2. use media and technology to promote international communication; and
3. incorporate global agricultural issues into the curriculum” (Georgia Department of
Education, 1998, p. 7).
If the United States wants to lead the world in the twenty-first century, we have to give
our students the opportunity to learn about, and experience, cultural and social realities that are
foreign to them. Study abroad serves as a vehicle for learning and experiencing societal realities
in a cross-cultural manner that can positively shape the world when there are so many negative
forces that include forced migration (Reilly & Senders, 2009). Student outcomes from study
abroad programs are yielding overwhelmingly positive results for student growth, but the growth
is hard to quantify phenotypically (Redwine, Wagner, Rutherford, & Wingenbach, 2018).
Students who have the opportunity to study abroad typically express growth in their confidence
levels, global perspective, intercultural sensitivity, and self-efficacy (Zhai & Scheer, 2001).
Since the agricultural industry is an international industry that relies heavily on a global
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economy, having a global perspective is essential to someone wanting to be competitive in the
workforce (Ibezim & McCracken, 1994). Faculty whom have the opportunity to participate in
study abroad programs often are motivated to further develop the curriculum of which they teach
(Sharp & Roberts, 2013). While study abroad is expensive, there are grants and means for
teachers to have trips paid for, allowing for the professional growth at minimal personal cost
(Kesner, 2005).
There is a need to increase the work being done to develop and include curriculum with
international concepts that are relevant to society in secondary agricultural education programs
(Radharkishna et al., 2003; Sharp & Roberts, 2013). Programs should allocate more resources to
develop, implement, and evaluate existing curriculum that address global concepts
(Radhakrishna, Leite, & Domer, et al., 2003). If an agricultural education program in the United
States were to undertake curriculum development or establish study abroad programs to promote
more international concepts, they should start with the countries with which they have the most
agricultural interactions with, such as China and Mexico (Sharp & Roberts, 2013). When seeking
faculty to help facilitate study abroad programs or curriculum development to promote more
international concepts, agricultural education programs should look to faculty that studied abroad
during their post-secondary preservice teacher training (Sharp & Roberts, 2013). Often study
abroad programs end too abruptly and students who participate in the experience would benefit
greatly from more thought being put into activities that are to be conducted once they return
home (Sharp & Roberts, 2013).
Agricultural Awareness. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia uses
agricultural awareness as a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that
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were identified for the agricultural awareness theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia include:
1. “establish an agricultural education program that will teach students to appreciate and
understand issues relevant to agriculture;
2. create a consortium of stakeholders in Georgia agriculture for the purpose of providing an
ongoing agricultural awareness and appreciation program; and
3. give more students a chance to become involved in agricultural education” (Georgia
Department of Education, 1998, p. 9).
Creating an agriculturally aware society in the United States is more imperative than
ever, with less than 2% of the population being involved in farming or ranching (American Farm
Bureau Federation, 2019). The remaining 98% of the population are two to four generations
removed from the farm. The lack of generational connection to the farm even persists in rural
and agriculturally oriented states (Powell & Agnew, 2011). The issues that we face today, and
most certainly the issues that we will face in the future, requires a society and workforce that
appreciates and understands the fundamental concepts of agriculture, technology, and science
(NGSS Lead States, 2013). The fact that the United States’ public education system is full of
students, who will become the workforce, and who do not understand, or whom have a false
understanding of agricultural concepts, is due to agriculture not being a primary focus in most K12 curriculums (Hess & Trexler, 2011; Mabie & Baker, 1996). Elementary school students are
largely unaware of the main sources of agriculture in their home states. When probed about
agriculture, elementary school students will respond with comments related to corn, beans, or
cattle, often forgoing the diverse crops that are produced in their very communities (Brandt,
Forbes, & Keshwani, 2017).
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A stakeholder in Georgia agricultural education would be the Georgia FFA Alumni.
While the term “alumni” incites the need to have once belonged to a school or organization, the
FFA alumni is different. You do not need to have been an FFA member at any point in your life
to become an FFA Alumni member. The Georgia FFA Alumni strives to enhance the lives of
FFA members and further the success of the Georgia FFA Association. The Georgia FFA
Alumni’s state conference coincides with the Georgia FFA Association state conference each
year (Georgia FFA Alumni, n.d.). An additional means for increasing stakeholders who
contribute to agricultural awareness would be to encourage participation in agricultural
leadership development programs. Participation in these types of programs are exposed to a
diverse amount of the agriculture industry that helps build a better understanding of how the
industries play a part in environmental, political, societal, and urban issues (Carter & Rudd,
2000).
Substantial growth in Georgia FFA to the now 347 FFA chapters and more than 43,000
members illustrates the increasing access that students have to agricultural education programs in
Georgia (Georgia FFA Association, n.d.a). There is a growing demand for agricultural education
programs in urban communities (Brown & Kelsey, 2013). The increase of agricultural education
programs in urban communities would result in an increase of agricultural literacy in those
communities (Warner, 2006). Unfortunately, urban community student populations associate
agricultural education with primitive farming practices, discouraging them from wanting to
enroll in agricultural education courses (Henry, Talbert, & Morris, 2014). Agricultural educators
must be cognizant of the urban student population and what attracts them to enroll in agricultural
education courses to help grow the enrollment and student access to agricultural education (Reis
& Kahler, 1997). Gwinnett County School System is the largest school system in Georgia,
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located in the metro Atlanta area. With 141 public schools in the Gwinnett County School
System, producing more high school graduates who can enter post-secondary education
institutions or the workforce, there is not an agricultural education program (Gwinnett County
Public Schools, n.d.). Increasing the presence of agricultural education programs in urban
communities can have a positive influence on enrollment numbers of agricultural majors at
colleges and universities (Henry et al., 2014).
The signing of Georgia Senate Bill 330, allowing an agricultural education program to
be piloted at elementary schools in Georgia, will increase student access to agricultural education
(Georgia General Assembly, 2018). Currently, there are 19 elementary schools that are
participating in the pilot program. The pilot program allows elementary schools to join in at any
time during the three year period. During the three years, a committee of state agricultural
education staff and teachers will develop and refine the curriculum standards, in hopes of making
it more readily available to elementary schools across the state. The Georgia Professional
Standards Commission is currently exploring options to offer elementary agricultural education
certification to teachers (Georgia Agricultural Education, n.d.a).
Marketing. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia uses marketing as a
theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that were identified for the
marketing theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia are:
1. “seek program support from the general public;
2. generate program support from among students and educational leaders; and
3. generate program support from political and industry leaders” (Georgia Department of
Education, 1998, p. 11).
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In 2016, there were 35 states whose high school funding budget were below the 2008
levels, effectively caused by the Great Recession (Oliff, Mai, & Leachman, 2012). While data
varies by state and local school system, Chakrabarti and Setren (2011) found that school systems
were pressured to keep instructional expenditures constant, while other areas of the budget such
as athletics, extra-curricular activities, transportation, and utilities and maintenance suffered
greatly. While revenues to support programs suffered, student participation continued to grow
(Oliff, et al., 2012; Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019).
The Georgia FFA Foundation is a nonprofit organization that has a 501©3 designation
for tax purposes. This organization has successfully proven to generate program support from the
general public, political, and industry leaders in the amount of $1,089,275.20 raised during the
2018-2019 school year. The FFA Foundation assists FFA members and the Georgia FFA
Association by providing student recognition, travel scholarships, post-secondary scholarships,
and leadership opportunities (Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019).
Leadership. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia uses leadership as
a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The four goals that were identified for the
leadership theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia are:
1. “to have all students participate in, benefit from, and achieve success to their maximum
potential, in leadership activities;
2. develop a program of leadership that will nurture individual growth and reward students
for their successes;
3. develop a leadership component to be driven by the agricultural industry; and
4. establish a program component focusing on employment skills and personal
development” (Georgia Department of Education, 1998, p. 13).
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The changing agricultural industry is requiring a different type of workforce than in
years past. Students need to learn how to pair technical skills with leadership skills. This is
coupled with the need for individuals within that workforce being confident enough to lead the
industry through complex environmental and societal issues that agriculture currently and will
continue to face (McKim, Pauley, Velez, & Sorenson, 2017). Agricultural education programs in
K-12 schools are the optimal setting for students to immerse themselves in a program that
develops both leadership and technical skills related to agriculture (Connors & Swan, 2006;
Morgan, Fuhrman, King, Flanders, & Rudd et al., 2013).
Opportunities to develop leadership in public secondary schools have historically been
abundant through the various athletics, clubs, councils, and organizations that exist (Morgan, et
al., 2013). However, the connection between secondary agricultural education and the National
FFA Organization is unique because of its intra-curricular nature. Students have the opportunity
to be taught leadership skills and concepts within the confines of the classroom, by an
agricultural education teacher, and then participate in leadership activities at the local, area, state,
and national levels within the FFA (Hughes & Barrick, 1993). Multiple studies have shown a
positive correlation with FFA involvement and student perception of their leadership and skill
development (Ricketts & Newcomb, 1984; Wingenbach, 1995). Students prefer the opportunity
to learn about leadership in FFA and the agricultural education program over all other
opportunities in a secondary school setting, second only to athletics (Anderson & Kim, 2009).
An important aspect of agricultural education and leadership development exists within
the use of the FFA state camps. More than 20 state agricultural education associations maintain
and operate summer camp programs, Georgia being one of those (Connors et al., 2010). Georgia
is even more unique among state agricultural education associations that have the ability to
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maintain and operate summer camps, as Georgia maintains and operates two state camps. The
larger state agricultural education camp is shared with the Family, Career, and Community
Leaders of America and is known as the Georgia FFA/FCCLA Center, while the smaller but still
very effective camp is Camp John Hope (Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019). While the idea
of state FFA camps have been implemented since the 1930’s and many changes have been made
since their origin, they are still an important part of personal leadership development in the FFA
youth (Connors et al., 2010). “At camp a Future Farmer lives in a realm of youth, in a true
laboratory where he actually practices helping to plan by democratic processes for his own
leadership, health, religious living, work, and recreation” (Dougan, 1956, p. 39).
Environmental. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia uses
environmental as a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that were
identified for the environmental theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
include:
1. “develop an industry-driven environmental stewardship curriculum for all students;
2. Establish partnerships to provide direction in environmental stewardship; and
3. Establish a curriculum that includes supervised experiential learning in environmental
stewardship for students” (Georgia Department of Education, 1998, p. 15).
When teaching curriculum that involves environmental stewardship curriculum, the
challenge is to get students to put what they know into about environmental stewardship into
action (Brewer, 2001; Hudson, 2001; Jacobson, 1999). Agricultural education students have the
opportunity to have hands on learning about environmental stewardship practices that will
influence their ability to educate others about the positive and negative effects agriculture can
have on the environment. Having a better understanding of the effects agriculture can have on
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the environment will better prepare them to be good stewards of the land (Shumacher, Fuhrman,
& Duncan, 2012). Our efforts in the planning and implementation of environmental stewardship
curriculum today will certainly contribute to the quality of life for generations in the future
(Hudson, 2001).
Students of the current generation do not lack access to environmental education, as
they have more information at their fingertips through technology and the media than
generations prior to them (Hudson, 2001). However, the current generation spends much less
time in nature than generations before, leading to the term “nature-deficit disorder (Louv, 2005).
The challenge in designing environmental stewardship curriculum is to create activities that
students are able to engage with nature (Hudson, 2001). Shumacher et al. (2012) explored the
literature and identified eleven barriers to teaching environmental education (EE) which include
teachers lacking: “(a) relevant EE materials that can be easily linked to the curriculum, (b)
natural spaces to conduct EE activities, (c) administrative support, (d) time, (e) teacher comfort
and confidence with science, and additional issues such as (f) safety and liability, (g) funding for
equipment and other supplies, (h) class size, (i) student interest in EE, (j) integration of “taboo”
environmental issues, and (k) integration of EE into the school culture” (p. 142).
Partnerships. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia identified
partnerships as a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that were
identified for the partnerships theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
include:
1. “establish partnerships between agricultural businesses and agricultural education that are
mutually beneficial;
2. Establish partnerships that share human and capital educational resources; and
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3. Establish a program of awards and scholarships that will encourage all students to realize
their full potential” (Georgia Department of Education, 1998, p. 17).
Each of the eleven themes from the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
reference the need, creation, or further development of partnerships (Georgia Department of
Education, 1998). A search in the literature recommends agricultural education teachers to form
partnerships for many aspects of their programs. Examples of those partnerships include
partnering with faculty from other institutions to further develop the agricultural education
curriculum, and agricultural education teachers working with the Boy Scouts of America to assist
in agricultural awareness efforts through the many agriculturally related merit badges (Swafford,
2018; Terry, 2013). The education system as a whole faces tremendous challenges that cannot be
solved by educators alone. Politician, business leaders, professors, school teachers, government
officials, community representatives, and union leaders should come together to help in the
reformation efforts needed in education, putting each of their special interests aside (Gross,
1991).
Georgia agricultural education has many subcategories or divisions within the program
as a whole. For instance there are local FFA chapters and the state FFA association. There are
middle school agricultural education programs and high school agricultural education programs,
with elementary school agricultural education programs still left to determine what they will look
like. Within the secondary agricultural education programs there are certain schools and counties
that emphasize some pathways while not offering others. The state is divided up into three
regions and six areas, which have support staff and various opportunities and challenges
associated with their geographical locations. There is the Georgia FFA Foundation, the Georgia
FFA Alumni Association, the Georgia Young Farmers Association, and the two state ran
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Georgia FFA camps. All of these aspects make up a wonderfully functioning agricultural
education program (Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019).
Phil Ensor (1988) would refer to these different elements as “silos”. Ironically in
reference to agricultural education and organizational structure, silos are used to describe a
structure that holds items in, as well as keep items out. Ensor (1988) goes on to describe that if
elements of an organization that he would identify as a silo are left to operate and function on
their own or communicate with other aspects of the organization, this behavior can lead to
“Functional Silo Syndrome”. Symptoms of this syndrome include one directional and full of
their own jargon. Silos are not inherently bad, as they can provide necessary structure for an
organization. The challenge when there are so many different elements of an organization like
there are in the Georgia agricultural education program, is transparency. If the silos are
transparent, adjacent silos are better able to understand their function, how they are contributing
to the success of the overall organization or program, and perhaps more importantly how the two
or more silos can work together on appropriate matters (Scott, 2014).
Technology. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia identified
technology as a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The two goals that were
identified for the technology theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
include:
1. “improve agricultural education programs by incorporating advanced and emerging
technologies; and
2. Incorporate emerging agricultural production technology into agricultural education
programs” (Georgia Department of Education, 1998, p. 19).
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Technology has been included in education reform ever since computer science classes
were recommended to be added to the high school graduation requirements in response to A
Nation at Risk being released in 1983 (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).
One of the technological approaches in education that is predicted to have the greatest and most
immediate impact is the Bring Your Own Device (BYOD) philosophy. The BYOD philosophy
allows a personal aspect to learning catering to differentiated instruction (Johnson, Adams,
Estrada, & Freeman, 2014). There are documented benefits to the improved learning outcomes of
students who participate in BYOD programs (Cristol & Gimbert, 2013). However, there are also
concerns for how devices can disrupt the classroom and how this practice fails to encourage
teamwork and cooperation, which may contribute to cyberbullying (Sharples, 2002; Sangani,
2013).
Redmann and Kotrlik (2004) state that career and technical education teachers, which
include agricultural education teachers, are some of the leading teachers in looking for new
technologies to incorporate into their classrooms, and more likely to adopt new technologies, but
fail to readily try different technologies in their classroom. It is not enough for teachers to attend
conferences and professional developments related to technology. Teachers should have selfdriven practices of researching and using technologies that they can then use in their classrooms
(Redmann & Kotrlik, 2004).
Biotechnology. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia identified
biotechnology as a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that were
identified for the biotechnology theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
include:
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1. “establish student opportunities in biotechnology that will build awareness and
appreciation of biotechnology;
2. Develop biotechnology opportunities for students in the curriculum; and
3. Develop student opportunities for experiential learning in biotechnology” (Georgia
Department of Education, 1998, p. 21).
The increase in sustainable food production in the 21st century will come from the
efforts and understandings of biotechnology (National Research Council, 2009a). Learning about
biotechnology contributes to a student’s agricultural awareness (Chen & Raffan, 1999) and helps
them to become better informed citizens who are able to make educated decisions (National
Research Council, 2012). The challenges that exist to incorporating biotechnology into the high
school curriculum include: (a) it being one of the most challenging topics in the high school
science curriculum for students, (b) it is difficult for secondary school science teachers to allow
time in the classroom schedule for the practicality of activities, and (c) while secondary school
science teachers lack practicality application, agricultural education teachers are more aware of
the applicable means of biotechnology but lack the necessary equipment and understanding of
the scientific principles (Steele & Aubuson, 2004; Mowen, Wingenbach, Roberts, & Harlin,
2007, p.23).
Lifelong Learning. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia identified
lifelong learning as a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that were
identified for the lifelong learning theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia include:
1. “make programs available to every student in public education who needs, desires, or has
an interest in agriculture;
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2. establish programs, available to adults, that will create awareness about, develop
understanding, and teach competencies in agriculture; and
3. make programs available to every student in non-public education who needs, desires or
has an interest in agriculture” (Georgia Department of Education, 1998, p. 25).
P-20 is a collaborative education model that recognizes education begins at an early age
and lasts through adulthood in the form of graduate degrees, professional certifications, and
beyond (Wilson, n.d.). The Georgia agricultural education program is an example of a P-20
model in education as it has demonstrated the need to expand into elementary education while
continuing to also expand the adult education component of the Young Farmers Association
(Georgia General Assembly, 2018; Georgia Agricultural Education, 2019).
Traditionally, agricultural education was a means to replicate the workforce for students
that wanted to enter into production agriculture or work in agriculturally related businesses after
graduating from high school (Talbert, Vaughn, Croom, & Lee, 2007). It is widely accepted that
agricultural education currently prepares students for an array of careers in and out of agriculture
(Talbert, et al., 2007). The issue lies in the confusion that secondary school guidance counselors
and parents have about agriculture because of their opinions about agricultural education from
when they were in school as a student (Fursdon, 2013). Agricultural education teachers are
encouraged to open dialogue about these issues with guidance counselors so that more students
are made aware of the career opportunities that exist within the agricultural industry (Jackson &
Williams, 2003). Guidance counselors, teachers, parents, and other stakeholders should look at
the individual student and their personal interests when influencing them to join an agricultural
education program or career, as the factors that motivate a student to make such decisions are
more intrinsic than extrinsic (Mukembo, Edwards, Ramsey, & Henneberry, 2014)
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Curriculum. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia identified
curriculum as a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that were
identified for the curriculum theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
include:
1. “create a curriculum that is industry related and academically challenging, with
experiential learning encompassing all of the agricultural industry;
2. establish a curriculum that develops the whole person to his or her fullest potential as a
contributing member of society; and
3. establish a curriculum that incorporates state-of-the-art technology, facilities and
equipment” (Georgia Department of Education, 1998, p. 25).
The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia is full of references across the
eleven themes for the need of curriculum reform to bring the agricultural education curriculum to
the 21 century (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). With the state of Georgia enacting
Senate Bill 330 into law, it defines agricultural education as intra-curricular with FFA and
requiring an SAE project, further emphasizing the premier leadership, personal growth, and
career success mission for the individual student (Georgia General Assembly, 2018; National
FFA, n.d.). The SAE project that Rufus Stimson laid out long ago supplements the hands on,
experiential learning that is received in the classroom laboratories and activities (Stimson, 1919).
All curriculum reformation must be done with globalization of agriculture in mind
(Maidstone, 1995). A study done by Conner, Gates, and Stripling (2017) revealed that
agricultural educators identified 24 concepts that should be incorporated into a secondary
agricultural education curriculum. The international concepts that were identified would fit into
five categories which would include (a) production, (b) business, (c) culture, (d) environment,

45

and (e) global awareness. While updating the curriculum to reflect globalization is necessary, so
is incorporating transferrable skills such as critical thinking, problem solving, and
communication (Blickenstaff, et al., 2015). Transferrable skills will better equip students with
the ability to succeed in the modern agricultural industry than solely being able to recollect
factual information (Blickenstaff, et al., 2015).
Recruitment. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia identified
recruitment as a theme (Georgia Department of Education, 1998). The three goals that were
identified for the Recruitment theme of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
include:
1. “give all students the advantage of a well-trained, competent and motivated teacher;
2. establish a recruitment program that informs all students about educational opportunities
in agriculture and program enrollment procedures; and
3. establish a Georgia teacher education program that provides well trained, competent and
motivated teachers” (Georgia Department of Education, 1998, p. 27).
The Georgia Agricultural Education Program’s FFA membership was 12,021 in the
1947-1948 school year and was 73,646 in the 2019-2020 school year as seen in Figure 2.1.
Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program has had an increase in FFA membership from 11,737
to 73,646 from 1997 to 2020, illustrated in Figure 2.2. The increase in membership from 1997 to
2020 is a growth of 527% (Georgia FFA Association, n.d.b; B. Lastly, personal communication,
June 24, 2020). There was substantial growth in FFA membership between the 2018-2019 and
2019-2020 school years because of a new process where chapters were allowed to affiliate their
membership. In the 2019-2020 school year, Georgia became a full affiliation state, ensuring all
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students enrolled in an agricultural education course will become an FFA member (Georgia FFA
Association, n.d.c).
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Figure 2.1. Illustrates the change in FFA membership from 1947 to 2020.
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Figure 2.2. Focuses on the continued growth of Georgia FFA membership since 1997.
To be an FFA member, a student must be in an agricultural education program, which
would also have a chartered FFA chapter (Georgia FFA Membership, 2020). Georgia has seen an
increase in chapters being chartered by the National FFA Organization since 1997 that is greater
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than the overall National FFA Organization average. Georgia increased from 178 chapters in
1998 to 354 chapters in 2020, which is a 99% increase, as illustrated in Figure 2.3. The National
FFA Organization had 7,495 chartered FFA chapters in 1998 and 8,611 FFA chapters in 2020,
which is a 15% increase, as illustrated in Figure 2.4 (G. Gordon, personal communication, June
24, 2020).
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Figure 2.3. Illustrates the growth in the number of FFA chapters in the State of Georgia.
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Figure 2.4.Illustrates the change in number of FFA chapters for the National FFA Organization
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Georgia agricultural education professional standards are created, maintained, and
upheld by the Georgia Professional Standards Commission (Georgia Professional Standards
Commission, n.d.). Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College, Fort Valley State University, and
The University of Georgia are the only three post-secondary institutions in the state of Georgia
that have state-approved baccalaureate programs that lead to teacher certification in agricultural
education for grades 6-12 (Georgia Professional Standards Commission, n.d.). Students
graduating from the secondary education programs who have the desire and motivation to be a
well-trained teacher in agricultural education can attend one of those three schools.
Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College is a new program that allows for teacher
certification, with the first class of agricultural education majors graduating in the spring of
2019. The inaugural graduating class of 26 graduates is the first agricultural education graduates
in the institution’s 111 year history. The graduating class was the largest class in all of the
southeastern United States. A majority of the graduates had accepted teaching jobs prior to
graduating, speaking to the success of the program (Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College,
2019).
Conclusion
The state of Georgia and its agricultural education program have led the nation in many
aspects of agricultural education throughout history. General Oglethorpe had agricultural
underpinnings in all of his actions prior to and after setting foot on what is now known as the
state of Georgia. Smith-Hughes were United States Senators and Representatives from Georgia,
who established agricultural legislation on the federal level, cementing them as founding fathers
of modern agricultural education. A major motion picture was created about agricultural
education, starring the Georgia state director for agricultural education, and was shown across
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the United States. The Georgia FFA Foundation is now a Federal non-profit organization that
raises over $1 million dollars annually for the benefit of FFA members in Georgia. Elementary
school agricultural education is now a reality in Georgia through the actions of FFA members
and state legislators, while other states look in on how to make that work in their states. Georgia
has created a legacy of being a pioneer in the profession and being successful at it. What
agricultural educators in Georgia have largely done is failed to document and publish many of
the events that have happened more recently in our profession.
When agricultural education programs were charged with the REA 2020 in 1998,
Georgia agricultural education stepped up to the plate in a big way, just as it has done in the past.
160 stakeholders in the agricultural education program came together and created an extravagant
plan that looked at every aspect of the agricultural education program in terms of the past,
present, and future directions. Goals and strategies were identified for 11 themes that were
created to reform the Georgia agricultural education program in an effort to meet the growing
demands that society has placed upon agriculture. The Georgia agricultural education program
shoulders responsibility to do its part to help meet those demands by encouraging and preparing
a student population to be informed about agriculture and potentially to enter the workforce of
the agricultural industry. Both of those demands are difficult to meet with a population that is
increasingly removed from the farm and an agricultural industry that is shifting directions and
acquiring new knowledge daily.
Just as institutions are looking at better ways to prepare a workforce with transferrable
skills, agricultural education in Georgia should reflect on its own skills and processes utilized in
the creation and implementation of the 2020 Vision of Agricultural Education in Georgia. The
reflection of its processes in the past may help identify ways to be more effective in future

50

planning and curriculum reform, while documenting our actions then and today. For agriculture
to be more effective and productive, agricultural education must be more effective and
productive.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction and Overview
This study was designed to evaluate and record the process of the creation and
implementation of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, which was created in
1998. This chapter includes questions, design, procedures, limitations, and the protection of the
participants in the study.
The research will provide an understanding of the process of which Georgia’s
agricultural education program sought to reform its curriculum from the perspective of those
who created and implemented the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. States can
utilize this research to determine if they should adopt goals and strategies identified in the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia or make changes to the methods that are used to
create future visions for CTAE programs.
The purpose of this case study was to record a significant part of history for Georgia’s
agricultural education program. Why was the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
written, and what was the interviewees’ involvement with the vision after it was written? Why
did people want to work on such a project? Was the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia effective? Having reached the year 2020, what does agricultural education look like now
from the perspective of the individuals that wrote the plan? The research includes semistructured interviews with the original committee members and stakeholders now involved with
agricultural education in Georgia. Additionally, what can we learn about this process of creating
and implementing a plan that will aide future visioning processes?
Rationale for Qualitative Research Design
Qualitative research has foundations in a constructivist philosophical approach in
regards to how experiences are perceived and interpreted by individuals at a certain point in time.
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Qualitative research allows the researcher to investigate an event from the perspectives of
multiple individuals and attempt to create a comprehensive illustration that was shared by the
individuals (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007).
It is the researcher’s belief that conducting this study from a quantitative methods
approach would not adequately allow for the proper illustration of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia plan’s creation and implementation. Thus, it would be
unlikely that quantitative methods would adequately obtain the data needed to address the
proposed research purposes for this study. Foundational assumptions and features of qualitative
methods allow for the researcher to move forward with the proposed study with optimism to
complete this study. Those foundational assumptions are “(a) understanding the processes by
which events and actions take place, (b) developing contextual understanding, (c) facilitating
interactivity between researcher and participants, (d) adopting an interpretive stance, and (e)
maintaining design flexibility” (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019, p. 217).
Rationale for Phenomenological Approach Methodology
Some may view phenomenology as a philosophy and a qualitative research method. The
philosophical underpinnings of phenomenology originate from the perspectives of philosopher
Husserl, with continued philosophical discussions by Heidegger, and Merleau-Ponty (Bloomberg
& Volpe, 2019). Phenomenology in regards to qualitative research methods means to study the
meaning of a lived experience of research participants, allowing the researcher to explore the
nucleus of shared experience or phenomena (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019; Marshall & Rossman,
2016). This provides a greater understanding of the experiences in the history of man-kind
(Smith, Flowers & Larkin, 2009; van Manen, 2016). Through phenomenology, individuals are
able to describe “how they perceive it, describe it, feel about it, judge it, remember it, make sense
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of it, and talk about it with others” (Patton, 2002, p. 104). The interpretation of these interviews,
allows a researcher to construct patterns and correlation of meaning (Moustakas, 1994). In order
to obtain this understanding of lived experience, the researcher needs to conduct several
interviews that can be in great detail and length with individuals who share a common shared
experience (Marshall & Rossman, 2016).
There are seven approaches to phenomenology that include descriptive phenomenology,
naturalistic constitutive phenomenology, existential phenomenology, generative historicist
phenomenology, genetic phenomenology, hermeneutic phenomenology, and realistic
phenomenology (Embree, 1997). Descriptive and hermeneutic phenomenology are the two types
that are most commonly used in research (Langdridge, 2007).
The Research Sample
A mock interview will be conducted with Dr. Frank Flanders, who is a faculty member
at Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College. Dr. Flanders was a member of Georgia’s Agricultural
Education state staff, and involved with the creation of the plan. Dr. Flanders is interested in the
study for the purposes of capturing historical information about agricultural education in Georgia
and is assisting in the conducting of the research because of his unique familiarity with the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia and academic research. From this interview,
questions will be evaluated to determine effectiveness, and modified if needed. Questions will be
modified for the purposes of validity and reliability for qualitative research. Dr. Frank Flanders
served on the Review Committee for the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia in
1998 and will have similar knowledge and experiences of the interviewees.
Qualitative research lends itself to purposeful sampling for the research sample (Patton,
2015). Purposeful sampling is also known as purposive sampling (Merriam, 2009) as well as
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judgement sampling (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2006). Purposeful sampling is best used when
trying to investigate an event that involves specific people with a depth of knowledge about the
event, which if researched, would lead to a greater understanding (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019).
The type of depth of understanding would not be possible with random sampling methods often
found in quantitative studies (Reybold, Lammert, & Stribling, 2013). In this phenomenological
study, criterion-based sampling will be used to collect different perspectives from individuals
who have shared experience from the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
Criterion-based sampling methods are used in qualitative research to illustrate the complete
historical perspective of an event (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). This research will begin with
criterion-based sampling. The criteria will be met if the individuals participated in the creation of
the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, participated in the implementation of the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, or currently teach in Georgia with varying
levels of experience and are affected by the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
Once the research has begun with criterion-based sampling methods, the researcher will switch
over to snowball sampling. Snowball sampling is a method that seeks additional interviews with
individuals based on the recommendation of the first or previous interview (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016). Research participants will recommend as many potential research participants
as they choose, based on their perceived levels of involvement with the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia.
Information Needed to Conduct the Study
The phenomenological study focuses on individuals that have a shared experience of the
creation, implementation, or effects of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. In
seeking to understand their perspectives of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
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Georgia, four research questions were explored to gather the information needed. The
information needed to answer these research questions was determined by the conceptual
framework and fell into two categories: (a) demographic, and (b) perceptual. This information
included:
•

demographic information pertaining to the individual’s awareness of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia, involvement with the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia, and years of experience and involvement with the Georgia
agricultural education program,

•

The perceptions of the individuals pertaining to the creation, implementation, and
effectiveness of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.

Overview of Research Design
The following steps were followed in carrying out the research. After the list is stated,
an in-depth explanation of each step will be provided.
1. A review of the literature was conducted to determine the contributions from other
researchers related to this topic.
2. Following the proposal defense, the researcher will acquire approval from the IRB to
proceed with the research. The IRB approval process ensures standards will be upheld to
protect the participants’ confidentiality and informed consent.
3. A mock interview will be held with Dr. Frank Flanders to practice interview skills,
analyze the effectiveness of the interview questions, and test the recording equipment
used in the interviews.
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4. Dr. James Woodard, writer of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia and
current national advisor to the National FFA Organization, will be contacted by phone to
set up the first interview.
5. The first in-depth interview will be conducted with Dr. James Woodard, collecting basic
demographic information identified in the information needed to conduct the study
section, as well as perceptual information about his experiences with the creation,
implementation, and effectiveness of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia. Snowball sampling methodology will be implemented at the conclusion of his
interview, requesting names of people he recommend that the researcher interview.
6. Phone calls and e-mails (See Appendix D) will be made to the recommended
interviewees and similar in-depth interviews will be set up. Snowball sampling
methodology will continue until a satisfactory number of interviewees are conducted, no
more than 20 is expected.
7. Interview data responses will be analyzed within and between groups of interviewees
using NVivo software. The software has transcription, coding, and analysis capabilities.
Once the software transcribes the audio files, transcriptions will be edited for accuracy
prior to coding.
8. Critical incident reports will be given to research participants at the end of each interview
to check data collected and interpreted by the researcher.
9. The practicality and use of reviewing the findings and analysis again with Dr. Frank
Flanders will be explored to further investigate the data gathered from the individual
interviews.
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Literature Review
An ongoing and selective review of the literature was done to prepare for this research.
Three topics of literature were identified and include: history of agricultural education in Georgia
and the United States, global and industrial needs in agriculture, and agricultural education
curriculum reform. The focus of the review was to better understand the purpose, creation,
implementation, and effectiveness of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
IRB Approval
Following the literature review and proposal of study, the IRB will be submitted (See Appendix
A).
Data Collection Methods
In-depth and intensive interviews is the most common form of qualitative data
(Charmaz, 2015). An in-depth and intensive interview allows for the benefit of the researcher to
collect data regarding an individual’s perspective of a specific event or experience (Marshall &
Rossman, 2016). The effectiveness of an interview hinges on the ability of the interviewer to
cultivate a positive sense of interaction with the research participant (Bloomberg & Volpe,
2019). In the foundational sense of the word, an interview is an exchange in views among two
individuals (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015). To categorize an interview as a dominance-free
conversation between two individuals of equal status among the two would be foolish
(Brinkmann, 2018). Bloomberg and Volpe (2019) state that not all research participants are equal
in their abilities and willingness to cooperate, articulate, or perceive events or experiences in
their lives. Researchers that undertake using interviews in their methodology need to have some
level of skill in interviewing. Interviews have a power dynamic that is not equal, based on the
interactions of the interviewer and research participant, and setting in which the interview takes
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place. Because of these reasons of asymmetrical power relations, interviewing as a method of
data collection is critiqued (Brinkmann, 2018; Fontana & Frey, 2013; Rubin & Rubin, 2012;
Seidman, 2012).
Researchers often use multiple means of gathering data in qualitative research as a
means to intentionally create a deeper understanding of the phenomena they are investigating
(Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). Three forms of data collection for this research could include
interviews, critical incident reports, and focus groups. The triangulation theory approached in
this study is the theory of disciplinary triangulation. The theory of disciplinary triangulation is a
triangulation method pertaining to perspectives (Patton, 2015).
Phase I: Mock Interview
A mock interview will be conducted with Dr. Frank Flanders. Dr. Flanders is being
chosen as a mock interview because of his unique qualifications of being involved in the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia and also being on the committee for the proposed
research. The mock interview will allow for multiple benefits that include improving upon the
interview skills of the researcher and the analysis of the questions to be used in future interviews
with research participants.
Basic demographic information will be asked at the beginning of the interview. The
demographic questions include:
1. Are you aware of the existence of a 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
that was created in 1998?
2. If so, what is or was your involvement with the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia that was created in 1998?
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3. What is your years of experience and involvement with Georgia’s agricultural education
program?
The research questions have been analyzed and in-depth questions have been created for
each of the research questions. These questions will be asked in the mock interview with Dr.
Frank Flanders. For research question one, which states: “How were the goals for each theme in
the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia identified?” the following questions will
be asked:
1. Did you participate in the meeting in Perry, Georgia in March of 1998 where the Vision
was created?
2. What activities do you remember participating in on that day?
3. What themes do you remember being the most evident from the activities of the day?
4. How do you feel that you contributed the most towards the creation of the 2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
For research question two, which states: “Were the goals in the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia achieved for each theme?”, the following questions will be
asked:
1. What personal goals do you remember having from your involvement with the creation
and implementation of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
2. What actions did you personally make towards accomplishing those goals?
3. What collective goals do you recall from the group involved in the creation and
implementation of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
4. What actions did the group make towards accomplishing those goals?
5. If any, which goal sticks out the most due to accomplishing or exceeding the goal?
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6. If any, which goal sticks out the most due to not yet accomplishing the goal?
7. What did agricultural education look like 20 years ago, what does it look like today, and
what do you think it will look like in 20 years?
For research question three, which states: “How were the strategies identified and
implemented to achieve the goals determined by the committee for each theme?”, the following
questions will be asked:
1. What do you recall being the leading factors for determining which strategies were used
to accomplish the goals in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
2. What were the most effective strategies that you remember being implemented for the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
3. What were the least effective strategies that you remember being implemented for the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
4. Is there a strategy that you feel like was not identified or implemented that should have
been?
For research question four, which states: “How should the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia influence future change in agricultural education in Georgia?” the
following questions will be asked:
1. What did you like most about the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
2. What do you think was the most beneficial elements of the vision’s creation?
3. What do you think was the most beneficial elements of the vision’s implementation?
4. What do you think was the most effective theme and/or goal of the vision?
5. What did you like the least about the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
6. What do you think was the least beneficial elements of the vision’s creation?
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7. What do you think was the least beneficial elements of the vision’s implementation?
8. What do you think was the least effective theme and/or goal of the vision?
9. What is the lasting legacy of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
Phase II: Interviews
Semi-structured interviews will be conducted using the criterion-based methodology,
followed by the snowball methodology. Questions were finalized after the mock interview with
Dr. Frank Flanders (See Appendix B). The researcher probed different themes that developed
within the interviews. The researcher documented all of the changes that were brought forth
through the interview process. Interviews were recorded via a recorder and transcribed following
the interview.
Phase III: Critical Incident Reports
Interviews are based upon the ability of an individual to recall and communicate their
perceptions in a way that is also accurately interpreted by an interviewer. This ability is affected
by the abilities of both parties to communicate effectively, the setting in which the interview
occurs, and many other external factors (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). Critical incident reports are
another type of data collection method that emphasizes the qualitative research process and was
first created and used by Flanagan (1954). A critical incident report is the technique that once
applied, reports or descriptions from individuals with shared experiences or observations of
experiences are created. These reports or descriptions are derived from the oral interviews and
shared with the research participants (Zemke & Kramlinger, 1982).
After the interviews, research participants will be provided a digital or hard copy of the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, a Critical Incident Questionnaire, and a selfaddressed, stamped, envelope to be able to return the questionnaire. Research participants are
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only encouraged to complete and return the questionnaire if they recall information that they
deem pertinent to the research, but feel as if they failed to illustrate in their interview. Themes
will be identified from the critical incident reports and added to the data.
Methods for Data Analysis and Synthesis
A threat to the research is the preconceived notions of the researcher when interacting
with the research participants. Deep reflexivity is the ability of the interviewer or researcher to be
aware of their own biases and assumptions, and reflect on those biases and assumptions are
altered while in the role of the researcher. It is imperative to have “extensive engagement” with
the research participants to help ensure quality qualitative research (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019,
p. 191).
In order to make the collection and analysis of data an achievable and effective task,
Merriam (1998, 2009) encourages the practice of collection and analysis of data as a
synchronous activity. Conducting interviews and analysis at the same time helps to reduce the
risk of the data being repetitious, unfocused, or overwhelming to the researcher. The researcher
will create an audit trail, which describes how the researcher came to make specific decisions
and judgements during the data analysis, enhancing the transparency of the analysis (Miles,
Huberman & Saldana, 2014).
Research participants will have been assigned alphanumeric codes according to the
categories that emerge from the framework. An appendix will be added to illustrate the
researcher’s coding schema or coding legend, as well as how the coding was developed
throughout the course of the study, enhancing the transparency of the analysis (Bloomberg &
Volpe, 2019). Computer qualitative research software Nvivo will be used to help transcribe,
categorize, and code the themes that emerge from the data. While the data analysis will help to
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alienate data into different themes, synthesis of the data at the end of the research will attempt to
connect the data with all aspects of the research (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019).
Ethical Considerations
As qualitative research lends to flexibility and evolution of methods, ethical issues can
develop as the methods change (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). Considering that many of the
research participants are in the later stages of their careers and have obtained administrative
positions, informed consent will be obtained, efforts to protect them from harm and
confidentiality will be made. Research participants have the right to privacy, which limits other
people’s access to data or demographical information about the research participants (Bloomberg
& Volpe, 2019). Research participants have the right to anonymity, which mean the study will
not include any identifying factors or link any of the individual responses of the research
participants to themselves (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). To ensure the anonymity, codes will be
assigned instead of participant’s names. Research participants have the right to confidentiality
(See Appendix C), which is an understanding and agreement between the researcher and research
participant regarding how the researcher can use the information gathered by the researcher
about the research participant (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019).
Issues of Trustworthiness
Lincoln and Guba (2000) argue that the trustworthiness of qualitative research should
be reviewed differently than quantitative research. While quantitative data should address
validity and reliability, qualitative data should address credibility, dependability, confirmability,
and transferability. While the terminology may seem to be, and may actually be, interchangeable
among researchers, trustworthiness of qualitative research needs to be a priority among the
research. Qualitative research opens itself to many potential biases from the researcher that need
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to be addressed (See Appendix F) (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). An audit trail will be kept to help
identify the decisions that were made throughout the course of the research.
Credibility
Through the course of interviews and critical incident analysis, the researcher will
create an illustration of the research participants’ perceptions that were given. Credibility speaks
to the ability of the researcher to accurately illustrate the perceptions of the research participants.
The concept of accuracy has to be achieved from the perspective of the researcher, research
participant, and the reader (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019).

Triangulation of data source and

analysis was used to contribute to the credibility of this study. Data sources included the
documents gathered regarding the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia,
interviews, and critical inquiry responses. Triangulation allows for a more complete
representation of the phenomenon of which the research is trying to identify (Bloomberg &
Volpe, 2019).
Strategies that contributed to the credibility of the research include the researcher
writing a statement of bias, identifying and writing changes to the research methods in an audit
trail, looking for and identifying themes in the data that may lie outside of the researcher’s
beliefs, and discussing the categorization of the data with the researcher’s committee and Dr.
Frank Flanders.
Dependability
In quantitative research, reliability is the term used to describe the research’s analysis
and findings to be replicated by future researchers. The nature of qualitative research limiting the
number of research participants can hinder the ability for research findings to be deemed reliable
in comparison to quantitative research. Lincoln and Guba (2000) are more concerned with the
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levels of consistency and dependability with the data analysis. Dependability in qualitative
research can be achieved through the researcher establishing a methodology that is distinctly
documented, sensible, and traceable (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019).
Confirmability
Confirmability is the qualitative term that is often compared to that of objectivity in
quantitative research. Confirmability is achieved when the findings are the results of the research
as opposed to the characteristics and flaws of the researcher (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). It is
impossible to be completely objective in qualitative research, yet that is the goal. Decisions and
interpretations should be able to be transparently traced back to the data that is acquired in the
research (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). An audit trail, which illustrates the decisions and their
reasoning is kept along with the data. Transcriptions of the interviews, along with field notes, are
available for review to aide in the confirmability of the research.
Transferability
It will be up to the reader to determine how the research on the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia will transfer to another study. Patton (1990) identifies
transferability as “context bound extrapolations” (p. 491), which is further explained as
“speculations on the likely applicability of findings to other situations under similar, but not
identical conditions” (p. 489). Readers may look at transferability of this research to the study of
plans that were made in other states for their agricultural education programs, or research on
current and future curriculum revisions. The researcher attempted to increase the potential for
transferability for the reader by triangulation methods of studying available documents,
conducting in depth interviews, and allowing for critical incident reports after the conclusion of
the interviews. Schram (2003) claims that a researcher should strive to provide detailed
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information that the reader can use as a solid foundation for relevance to context outside of this
study.

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
Limitations. This qualitative research study has limitations that are inherent with
qualitative research. The researcher has attempted to think critically of the methodologies used in
this study to help identify and minimize the severity of the limitations. While qualitative research
inherently has limitations, it was deemed the most appropriate for the research questions of this
study.
The major limitation concern for this study is the ability of the researcher to be
subjective, identifying, and minimizing the effects of potential bias as an interviewer. Through
the use of an initial mock interview, a written bias statement, and the practice of keeping an audit
trail and notes during the research process, the researcher hopes to identify and minimize
potential bias.
Maxwell (2013) identifies a phenomenon known as participant reactivity, which is a
term used to describe the difficulties that an interviewee may have with adjusting to the
researcher being the interviewer when the research participants know the researcher. Many of the
research participants will know the researcher that is conducting the interview. It is possible that
they will be influenced or affected by this relationship, catering their responses to what they
perceive that the researcher will want to hear. It is also possible for the research participants to be
more guarded about how their opinion will be perceived by the researcher, limiting their desire to
share their true experiences with the researcher (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019).
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Due to the global pandemic of COVID-19 during the year of 2020, when this research
was being conducted, IRB modifications were made for public health concerns. IRB suspended
all face to face interviews. Chapman, Uggerslev, and Webster (2003) cite multiple advantages to
authenticity in face to face interviews for both the interviewee and interviewer as opposed to
interviews conducted via technological assistance such as a phone or video conferencing
platform. Every effort was made to help the research participant feel comfortable while using
video and phone conferencing platforms, as a means to conduct the research while keeping the
health and safety of participants a priority.
Delimitations. Initial decisions that were made for the overall design of the study are
known as delimitations and contrast from limitations as limitations are discovered at the
conclusion of the research (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2019). A delimitation of this study was the data
being analyzed as interviews are being conducted, so as to identify themes that may become
repetitive. Once the researcher deems the themes to be repetitive, the interviews will halt and the
study will be concluded. Concluding the interviews may limit the number of people involved in
the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia to participate in the research. Considering
that over 160 people were involved with the research, it was deemed to be more appropriate to
use this method for feasibility. The researcher was confident in the criterion-based and snowball
methodology of selecting participants to interview.
Conclusion
This chapter focused on the details of the methodology that was conducted during this
study. In an effort to capture the historical perspective of the individual stakeholders of the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, qualitative research methods were chosen.
Purposeful sampling, also known as purposive or judgement sampling, is used to select Dr.

68

James Woodard as the initial interview, since he was the 2020 Vision Project Coordinator in the
Georgia Department of Education Agricultural Education Program. Upon the completion of his
interview, a snowball sampling method will be implemented. Snowball sampling will allow Dr.
James Woodard, and subsequent research participants, to identify other stakeholders they deem
appropriate to participate in the study. Interviews will continue with the coding taking place
between interviews. The snowball method and interviews will continue until themes develop and
begin to repeat themselves. Once the themes begin to repeat themselves, the researcher will share
the findings of the interviews with the participants and request a reflective piece from the
participants if they deem it necessary to contribute further. These two methods of data collection,
along with reviewing the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, will allow for
triangulation of the data to allow for the most complete illustration of the creation and
implementation of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia that is considered both
reliable and valid.
The intent of the study would be to capture a significant piece of the history of
agricultural education in Georgia. Capturing history in agricultural education is uncommon as
the agricultural education profession is largely considered pragmatic and less reflective. This
study is taking place in the year 2020. The year 2020 being the conclusion of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia seems appropriate to take the opportunity to reflect upon the
work done to benefit of agricultural education in Georgia. Additionally, there is a benefit to
identifying potential contributions from the processes of the creation and implementation of the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia to future curriculum reform in agricultural
education.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction
The primary purpose of this study is to record a significant part of history for Georgia
Agricultural Education by reflecting on the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
This study hopes to investigate the reasoning behind the creation of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia, the goals and strategies of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia and how they were created and implemented, and the lasting influence of
the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. The research includes semi-structured
interviews with the committee members and other stakeholders that were involved with the
creation of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
Eleven participants were interviewed for the purpose of exploring their perspectives of the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic of 2020,
IRB stipulations were established that prevented face-to-face interviews. Participants were given
the option of participating via online teleconferencing software through the Zoom platform, or
conducting the interview over the phone. Eight of the participants elected to participate via the
online teleconferencing Zoom software. Three of the participants elected to participate via a
phone interview. In all eleven cases, audio files were recorded and submitted to the nVivo online
transcription service. Each transcription was checked and edited for accuracy by the researcher.
As interviews were transcribed, themes began to emerge and were coded by the researcher.
Codes that emerged from the research included the eleven themes, goals, strategies, time, and
attitude. Statements were coded for time as “prior, meaning before the beginning of the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was written in 1996, during the years of 1998-2020
as “during”, or after the year 2020 as “future”, as displayed in Table 1. Statements were coded
based on attitude as “negative” or “positive”, as displayed in Table 2. The tone of which the
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statement was said, in the context of which it was said, and the words that were used would
allow for the interpretation and coding of attitude. Positive attitudes would often speak to
successes while negative would speak to areas that needed growth. A sample statement from
participant 4 is “But the perception of who we are is not where it needed to be.” This statement
was coded as the marketing, prior, and a negative. Once the codes proved to be repetitive in the
interviews, forming what is believed to be a representative portrayal of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia, the interviews were concluded.
Table 4.1
Statement Theme and Timeline Matrix
Themes

Pre

During

Future

Agricultural Awareness

2

8

5

Biotechnology

0

11

2

Curriculum

10

55

17

Environmental

0

1

1

Global Agriculture

0

12

3

Leadership

2

32

7

Lifelong Learning

0

7

0

Marketing

1

7

2

Partnerships

3

38

7

Recruitment

8

58

6

Technology

1

15

9
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Table 4.2
Statement Theme and Attitude Matrix

Themes

Negative

Positive

Agricultural Awareness

3

8

Biotechnology

3

9

Curriculum

13

58

Environmental

1

1

Global Agriculture

6

6

Leadership

2

36

Lifelong Learning

3

4

Marketing

1

6

Partnerships

1

41

Recruitment

12

54

Technology

3

19

Of the eleven participants, nine were male and two were female. All eleven were Caucasian.
At the time of the creation of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia in 1998, the
participants were either an agricultural education student, involved with the agricultural industry
in Georgia, employed by the Georgia Department of Education, worked for the state staff for
Georgia’s Department of Education, a local agricultural education teacher, a former agricultural
education teacher, a member of the Georgia FFA alumni, or were a college professor involved
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with agricultural education teacher preparation. All participants were given a pseudonym with a
participant number randomly.
This chapter illustrates the key findings that were derived from the eleven in-depth, semistructured interviews. Five major themes presented themselves from this study:
1. A need for change, identified by a state audit and proposed budget cuts in the early
1990’s, led to the necessity of the culture of Agricultural Education in Georgia to
change. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia is seen as being a
catalyst that has led to the current high level of success of Georgia’s Agricultural
Education Program.
2. While deemed largely successful, the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia is seen through the lens of individuals with varying levels of emphasis on
the successes and shortcomings of the themes. Leadership, which was viewed as a
collective success by all (11 of 11 [100%]) participants, curriculum, which was
viewed as a collective success by all (11 of 11 [100%]) participants, partnerships,
which was viewed as a collective success by all (10 of 11 [91%]) participants, and
recruitment, which was viewed as a collective success by all (11 of 11 [100%]) are
the overarching themes of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
The remaining seven themes are viewed with varying points of success and
shortcomings, in regards to their goals and strategies.
3. While the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was a document and
process that positively and substantially affected the culture and performance of
Georgia’s Agricultural Education program, there was very little formal reflection or
follow-up once the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was created.
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4. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was a historical event in the
agricultural education profession in Georgia, and needs to be recorded.
5. Agricultural Education has evolved beyond what the participants projected in 1998
and there is a need to go through a new visioning process to help guide the future of
Agricultural Education in Georgia.
The findings of this study address the research problem of how the process of writing and
implementing the “2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia” can teach us about future
visions of agriculture education in Georgia?
Finding 1 addressed research question one: How were the goals for each theme in the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia identified? Finding 2 addressed the second
and third research questions: Were the goals in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia achieved for each theme? How were the strategies identified and implemented to
achieve the goals determined by the committee for each theme? Finding 3, finding 4, and finding
5 all addressed the fourth question: How should the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia influence future change in agricultural education in Georgia?
The following discussion of the findings is used to illustrate and support each finding,
describing how they address the research questions of this study. Geertz (1973) and Denzin
(2001) both use the term “thick description” as to how the researchers is to provide statements
that allow the reader to immerse themselves into this study as a means to understand the
perspectives of the research participants. Statements from the transcripts from the interviews
with the participants will be used to illustrate the diverse perspectives they each have,
emphasizing the complexity of this research topic.
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Finding 1: A need for change, identified by a state audit and proposed budget cuts in
the early 1990’s, led to the necessity of the culture of Agricultural Education in Georgia to
change. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia is seen as being a catalyst that
has led to the current high level of success of Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program.
The primary finding of this study is that all (11 of 11 [100%]) of the participants
claimed the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia did have a positive and lasting
change on Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program. Based on participant descriptions, while
there was a national movement to create 2020 Vision plans for each state in 1996, Georgia’s
Agricultural Education Program was in a position to change because of a state audit that
produced negative outcomes. Some (4 of 11 [36%] of the participants expressed how the past
dictated the creation of goals in the following ways:
That audit was very damaging to ag education and I don't know that I ever saw the audit
specifically, but I don't think it reflected who we were, and whether right or wrong, that
was the official audit, and that's what lawmakers looked at. So that was the wakeup call.
(Participant 4)
Here's a chance for us to move forward. We've just come through surviving the budget
cuts. We just got separated out from Career, Technical, Education. We've got our own
Program Director. You know, collectively, we don't need to fail. If we put these things up
in front of people and let them decide how best to incorporate or build into or connect to
the themes that was within the vision...again collectively, I think it was just a soul stirring
event to get people off of status quo. (Participant 8)
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Honestly, at that point, I think the collective goal was just to make sure that we still had a
program by 2020. Because honestly... around that time and shortly before... It wasn't real
clear that we were going to have a program by 2020. (Participant 7)
I think the first goal that I heard them talking about was to save the program. Because it
was talk of doing away with the program. Certainly as we knew it in a lot in schools. I
guess some schools wanted it, some didn't. So there was a lot of talk about saving the
program on a state level with the background and belief that it's one of the best... it can
be, one of the best tools to train young people in the schools. (Participant 3)
Even though we had not really put down an action plan up to that point on paper, I think
we all still had in the back of our head what the findings were. The driving force behind it
all was… We don't want to be caught in this position again. We want to make sure from
now on, going forward, as long as it's on our watch, that we're never caught in that
position again. (Participant 7)
All (11 of 11 [100%]) participants spoke to the process of creating the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia positively. The State of Georgia’s Agricultural Education
Program administration went through training sessions across the nation, learning skills to help
create a vision by capturing the thoughts of stakeholders at the state and local levels. There were
formal sessions such as the meeting that was held in Perry in 1998, as well as informal
opportunities that were taken advantage of by the steering committee to help create the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. Participants were encouraged to think big, “outside
the box”, and without regard to resources. The following statements are used to illustrate the
processes used to create the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia:
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We were all trained in some national meetings. I remember I think I went to San Antonio
and Washington for some of trainings and the trainings gave us the exercises, and so it
was again that opportunity to facilitate small groups, ask some very piercing questions
and then sit back and capture that data and then give it back to that program. I did it at
regional meetings. Did some locals, did some locals out of state, did the big event in
Perry. I think we just used little colored tabs and divided the folks up. And one third of
the group worked on this activity, and one third of the group worked on this activity.
(Participant 8)
Those that we did in Tallahassee… We kinda projected what we wanted to see. You
know, from a national standpoint for ag education in 2020. What we wanted to do was
produce a student and advance agriculture in each state. We wanted to be able to teach
students what farming was about. What agriculture was about and how it touched the
lives of every individual. We would break up into small groups and we'd participate in it.
Then we would come up with ideas. And then we would bring them back to the group we
would talk about the ideas and we would narrow it down to focus on our program to
where it would be a premier program. One that would meet the needs of our students and
our community. (Participant 11)
I enjoyed the whole process and I enjoyed that collaborative effort where we came
together, and we dreamed. Because I remember one of the specific questions... The
process we had to come up with some things that we wanted to change. We had to come
up with things we were doing right. And the last thing was that if money was no object,
what would we do? And that was the most fun because we took money off the table. We
just decided where we wanted to be and to me that was the most fun part. (Participant 4)
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And, you know, getting to think completely out of the box on some of that stuff was you
know, pretty challenging. (Participant 10)
So no direct involvement, just indirect about being around and being friends with the
folks who were on the committee. (Participant 2)
The big thing in those kind of events was to put your idea down on a big piece of paper
on a on a tripod. Your big idea. And then they gave you dots and you went and put dots
on the one that might not have been yours. But it's one that somebody else had that you
liked better. And then you compile those at some point. And that becomes kind of what
the group has decided that they like is whatever their recommendations are. (Participant
7)
So sitting down and putting a written document together in one place that brings those
aspects together is really the embodiment of the sort of three pronged mission. And also
involving folks outside the program and developing strategies and goals to make sure that
the program is remaining relevant outside of itself. (Participant 9).
Only one (1 of 11 [9%]) participant spoke to the fact that the W. K. Kellogg Foundation
provided funds in the form of a grant to help with the training and meetings for the 2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia. That was expressed with this brief statement:
To some, to some degree had already been kind of doing this on our own. And then when
the Kellogg money came it put a little oomph behind it. It added to it and got other folks
to kind of buy into it and take it serious. Part of me was there just kind of smiling because
some of what we had known for a while needed to be done was actually finally
happening. Folks were taking us serious on it. (Participant 7)

78

Finding 2: While deemed largely successful, the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education
in Georgia is seen through the lens of individuals with varying levels of emphasis on the
successes and shortcomings of the themes. Leadership, which was viewed as a collective success
by all (11 of 11 [100%]) participants, curriculum, which was viewed as a collective success by
all (11 of 11 [100%]) participants, partnerships, which was viewed as a collective success by all
(10 of 11 [91%]) participants, and recruitment, which was viewed as a collective success by all
(11 of 11 [100%]) are the overarching themes of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia. The remaining seven themes are viewed with varying points of success and
shortcomings, in regards to their goals and strategies.
All (11 of 11 [100%]) participants could not accurately recall and distinguish between
specific goals or strategies from the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
Participants would speak of goals and strategies interchangeably as they spoke about what they
could recall from each theme. Participants were able to recall many aspects of the different
themes but did not accurately use the distinguishing terminology that correlated with the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia throughout their interview.
The significant increase in FFA membership and growth in performance from prior to the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia being written and 2020 were referenced by all
(11 of 11 [100%]) of the participants. Participants attributed the growth in leadership to the
process of creating the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. FFA membership
growth and performance at the state and national level competitions speak to the leadership
theme in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. There were 36 positive attitude
statements about the leadership theme. Positive statements about the growth of leadership are
provided by these participants:
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So 20 years later, you know, FFA. I mean, if you just look at some key indicators, FFA
membership is what? Five to six times more than it was then? (Participant 8)
I look at who you know were our State FFA officers elected in 1996 and then those that
we have today… I just see so much development in students and youth who are involved
in ag education. Their ability to speak in public. Their ability to lead meetings. I've seen
the organization go from probably one that was beginning to emerge in those themes in
98 into one of the leaders in the nation in 2020 when it comes to just developing
leadership within students. (Participant 5)
And I keep rambling, but the quality of state officers… and I was a state officer…What
they do and the prep in the time that they do now is a lot deeper than what we did then.
(Participant 3)
There were only two negative attitude statements made about leadership and that was in
reference to poor numbers prior to 1998. However, in an effort to increase leadership
opportunities for more individual FFA member participation, one of the strategies implemented
was to create multiple FFA competitive events on the same day, prohibiting the same students
from doing every contest. This was viewed as a necessary change but was met with resistance
from some teachers, as indicated by this statement:
And there was a tremendous amount of resistance to that from some teachers. And we
started having more events in a day. Because, you know, they wanted Ol' Joe Jones to be
on the forestry field day, and the livestock judging team, and the dairy cattle judging
team and, you know, they didn't want to give him up and rather than getting some of
these other kids out here involved, you know. (Participant 10)
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There is significance in all (11 of 11 [100%]) speaking positively on the advancements of
the curriculum due to the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. There were 58
positive attitude statements made about the curriculum theme. Participants spoke to how so many
stakeholders contributed to the updating of the curriculum, creating PowerPoints and lesson
plans, and then having them vetted by the agricultural industry. There was also an effort made to
make the curriculum more accessible to teachers by providing local teachers with copies of the
thousands of lesson plans and presentations on CDs due to the technological limitations at the
time in 1998. These statements from participants speak to why and how the curriculum theme is
viewed as so successful by all of the participants.
Vaguely, I saw it as an opportunity to take a good program and strengthen it and
determine where we need to be so that ag education was... of course this was back in 98...
would still be relevant in 2020, even more so. I saw it as relevance to the real world.
Making sure we were doing... Not just doing what had been done, but we were doing
what would need to be done to take ag education into the future, to make sure that kids
that are educated in 2020 have the skills they need. (Participant 4)
But we know what curriculum is. We know what lesson plans are. We know what student
objectives are. And I think that was something that was easier to hit the ground running
with. Some of the other strategies. We knew where we wanted to go and it took funding.
(Participant 4)
And through this initiative, the area teachers and in school teachers began to develop the
curriculum with lesson plans for teachers. And we created something like eighteen
hundred lesson plans covering the whole spectrum of our curriculum, along with
PowerPoints and things of that nature that would support that. (Participant 11)
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One (1 of 11 [9%]) participant appreciated how when the stakeholders looked at the
curriculum, they looked at the entire three-component model for agricultural education to better
the curriculum.
I think probably the biggest benefit is realizing that curriculum out of the
classroom…activities out of the classroom… support and then are all tied together and
that you can't… they're not operating in silos independent from one another. (Participant
9)
There were 13 negative attitude statements made about the curriculum theme. Those
negative comments spoke to the status prior to the 2020 Vision of Agricultural Education in
Georgia, as well as concerns for the future. Future concerns are addressed in Finding #5.
The partnership theme in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia existed
to develop an agricultural education program that was driven by a network of cooperation
between agricultural industries and educators. An overwhelming majority (10 of 11 [91%]) of
participants made statements about partnerships with a total of 48 references. There are 41
positive attitude statements about the partnerships theme that spoke to the impact of gathering
everyone together to create the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia and the lasting
effect those relationships had.
It created a better working atmosphere. We are all looking at one particular thing and that
was the improvement of the ag ed student. It didn't matter whether it was Ag Ed staff. It
didn't matter whether it was industry folks. (Participant 11)
The involvement, adult involvement, parental involvement, student involvement, the
teacher involvement. It's all been on an uphill climb. (Participant 10)
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Perhaps the most tangible product of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia was the creation of the Georgia FFA Foundation, which harnesses financial support
from supporters from across the state of Georgia. Four (4 of 11 [36%]) participants spoke to the
Georgia FFA Foundation positively and three had thick descriptive statements:
You know, you can always do more for students when you have money in the bank and
the foundation being a direct result of this plan has given a lot of students a lot of
opportunities they might not have had otherwise. (Participant 1)
And in looking at the industry support in the foundation, FFA foundation that was
formed, the support we have for students and a lot of it goes back to ideas that were
birthed in this 2020 vision. (Participant 4)
The Georgia FFA Foundation, at that point it was starting. I think that first year if I recall
was either 86 or 96 thousand dollars that was raised that first year. And if I remember
now, it's 1.3 or 4 million dollars, that's raised annually and that probably is just totally out
of... No one could have dreamed that day... Based off a little bit of support, we were
getting that annually we...Georgia FFA… would be getting 1. + million dollars in
support. (Participant 8)
The recruitment theme in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia aimed at
creating a culture that recruited and retained both teachers and students. There were 54 positive
statements about recruitment. While all (11 of 11 [100%]) spoke on the theme of recruitment, an
overwhelming majority (10 of 11 [91%]) spoke to teacher recruitment, and all (11 of 11 [100%])
participants spoke to student recruitment. The growth in FFA membership numbers, as
mentioned previously in the leadership theme component, is echoed here again by all (11 of 11
[100%]) of participants speaking to the positive growth of FFA membership from 1998 to 2020.
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Statements made towards recruitment included:
How could more minorities be included in the program? (Participant 10)
I think the biggest difference between FFA 20 years ago and today is its broader base and
is more inclusive of a broader demographic of students. (Participant 1)
How FFA would hopefully be in as many schools in Georgia as possible. You know, we
talked about it … in Fulton County. These were some pretty far discussions *Laughs*
(Participant 10)
You know young kids... Don't give them a lot of credit sometimes. But young people pick
up pretty quick if there's something of value for them or not. And… You know, the proof
in the pudding is… again… that the number of memberships that we have and the quality
of the individuals that have gone through it. They would have gone and found something
else… Another way to develop their talents had they not seen value in ag education.
(Participant 7)
One negative statement about student and FFA member recruitment spoke to the realities
of being connected to an industry that is known for fluctuating in the economy.
I mean, where are our ag folks in Georgia and country-wide? It's a pretty tough time for
them right now. It was a pretty tough time for them in the mid-80s. It was a pretty tough
time in the late 90s. And so I think you go through these peaks and valleys and we're in
one of those valleys right now, and it's kind of discouraging to young people, especially
those that want to go into production. (Participant 7)
Positive statements that were made about recruitment regarding teachers included how
the culture has changed and some of the strategies that were used to change the culture:
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We went on…we got extended day/extended year, teachers being evaluated based on
what they were doing (Participant 10)
*Regarding teacher shortages in Georgia* We had 14 graduates and 28 slots to fill. And
that's when a big push came on to ramp up ag education. And quite honestly, it didn't get
ramped up until ABAC started offering it. But the silver lining to that is, and they're
doing a great job and so is UGA. Tifton and Athens stepped up. (Participant 1)
Encouraging teachers to get out and do their best. And for the most part, they've been
paid well to do it. (Participant 10)
I felt my responsibility was to make sure that the teachers that I was working with in the
school systems had the best possible information and training that they could have. I
would do workshops during the period or during the year in different areas in ag
mechanics, or the electrical wiring CDE, and soils CDE... Those type things would be to
help teachers better understand and be able to better focus what they needed to do in the
classroom. (Participant 11)
And I think we've got to make sure that we're still turning out qualified teachers. And I'll
just make this plug. That's what separates us from the rest of CTAE. And as a CTAE
director, I see that my ag teachers, I don't have to worry about them knowing what to do
because… by and large, they came through a teacher preparation program. Most of them
came through a middle and high school program when they were growing up. My other
CTAE teachers come straight from industry and they have the technical skills, but they
don't get the grand scheme of things… of building relationships and in all of the things
that are important outside of just those technical skills. So that's what separates us. As
long as we can continue to do that we will continue to grow and prosper. (Participant 4)
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But I think there's a lot more pride in the program. I think there's a lot more uniformity in
the program. If a teacher is not teaching. You don't hear them talking about what all
they're doing, you know, going on field trips every day. You know going here and there
and killing time. You don't hear those conversations anymore because if they're doing it,
they're certainly not going to admit it to other teachers because of the standards that are in
place from an FFA side again. (Participant 3)
I mean, with the idea that ABAC has two hundred agricultural education students and the
University of Georgia has their students... you know we're fixing to have a surplus of
teachers. It's about to be harder for an ag teacher candidate to find a job, which means
that the more qualified in most cases will get hired and the other ones will have to go
maybe to some other states. And so that again picks up the quality of the program. But
nobody would have imagined we would have the demand for programs to begin with and
then that we could even meet the demand through the programs. (Participant 8)
There are 13 negative attitude statements regarding the recruitment theme, most of which
related to the culture prior to 1998. Two of the statements relate to teacher preparation in the
Agricultural Mechanics pathway. There is a concern for the teacher preparation program, as well
as an activity that was implemented in response to that, which is no longer available to preservice teachers. Statements regarding the two points are:
At the University of Georgia, they quit offering courses in ag mechanics. And over the
years, I guess ten or eleven years, maybe twelve, the area ag mechanics teachers would
work with the apprentice teachers that would be going out to do their apprentice work
during the spring semester. We went and we worked with them at the camp in the month
of January and we helped them with woodworking, mechanics labs, small engines,
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electricity, and welding. Those four things, we would spend a week with them. They
would be there for eight hour days. And usually we would spend 32 or so hours with
them in each subject area. It helped prepare them for what they were fixing to go out and
do. (Participant 11)
The global agriculture theme had an equal six negative and positive attitude statements.
1998 was prior to the tragedy of September 11th and the interviews for this study were conducted
during the COVID-19 global pandemic of 2020, which certainly has affected the perspectives of
the participants. The negative statements included:
Well, with the time. When we looked at that, you know, we didn't foresee all that was
going on in the world… And I think that curtailed some of the things we do, we can still
learn from... about global agriculture and things that are important and those type things
that...I just don't see sending students to some other part of the world right now with the
dangers involved... and this pandemic, you know, we don't know what it's going to bring
about. (Participant 11)
I think the global agriculture... I mean, there is connectivity in CDEs and activities that
connected global agriculture, but I don't know that it has flourished and is as easy to
flourish. Maybe it's a little bit more idealistic. I don't think we've created a lot of global
agricultural opportunities for students to travel except maybe through some of the
National FFA type things for proficiency award winners, etc. (Participant 8)
However, one positive statement was made that seemed to have been overlooked in both
the global agriculture and recruitment piece, which is the encouragement of study abroad
opportunities for pre-service agricultural education teachers, as reinforced by this positive
statement:
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I don't have a good handle on that, but I do know for instance that (The University of)
Georgia has something up to 80 percent of students now have a foreign experience. And
I'm not sure how that's transcends into the teacher Ag program. (Participant 6)
To summarize the themes that had lesser presence in the interviews, technology was seen
as a theme that suffered from when the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was
written. While technology was a hot topic of discussion during the creation of the 2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia, 1998 was prior to the breakout technology of GPS,
abundant internet resources, and smart phone integration into the agricultural industry.
Participants stated that they felt that it was not possible to predict future technologies at that
time. The environmental theme only had two comments that spoke to the future need for
agriculture to be aware of environmental needs and concerns. Agricultural awareness is a goal
that participants had for a society that is mostly three generations removed from the farm and felt
that agricultural education in Georgia should play a larger part in that issue, insisting that every
student should have an agricultural education class. Biotechnology was a theme that was used to
give credit to the rigor of the curriculum in agricultural education. Several participants stated that
the name of the class helped change the perception of agricultural education to those outside of
agricultural education and that the term biotechnology was a buzzword for several years in the
early 2000’s.
The lifelong learning theme had a total of seven references in the interviews that spoke to
two specific components of agricultural education. It is deemed interesting by at least one
participant who pointed out that the Georgia Young Farmer Program in agricultural education is
the only adult education component for CTAE that is ran by the Georgia Department of
Education. However, Young Farmer programs are present in a minority of counties in Georgia.

88

The local agricultural education teachers and area teachers in Georgia’s Agricultural Education
Program used to assist with adult night classes. They would pick an agricultural topic that was of
interest to the local public and advertise that class. This was separate from the Young Farmer
Program and would happen in all counties that had an agricultural education program in
secondary schools at least twice a year. This practice is no longer in operation and seems
counterproductive to the lifelong learning and agricultural awareness theme goals. The marketing
theme was barely referenced, with a total of six positive attitude statements and one negative
attitude statement. The negative statement referred to the perception of Georgia’s Agricultural
Education Program prior to 1998 to some outsiders. The positive attitude statements regarding
the marketing theme intersect with the partnership theme. The Georgia Agricultural Education
Program was able to market the importance of its program and rally industry and legislators to
help with support.
Finding 3: While the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was a document
and process that positively and substantially affected the culture and performance of Georgia’s
Agricultural Education program, there was very little formal reflection or follow-up once the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was created.
It is a phenomenon that with little to no follow-up from state administration, the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia positively altered the trajectory of Georgia’s
Agricultural Education Program. Five (5 of 11 [45%]) of the participants all referenced the lack
of follow-up, yet all five (5 of 11 [45%]) also stated that the process of getting stakeholders
together to help gain support and change the perception and culture of Georgia’s Agricultural
Education Program was pivotal to the success Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program has
experienced since 1998. There are review activities in place for Georgia’s Agricultural Education
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Program, but to the knowledge of the participants the Vision was never reviewed or connected to
current review activities formally by state administration. The following are thick descriptions
that help support that finding:
No, I don't. I don't really know that there was any follow up once the publication was
published. So if we went to that district meeting or an area meeting, there was no mention
of it, as a matter of fact, until (name redacted for confidentiality) a few months ago, asked
about it… I hadn't thought about it since probably the day that I got the book and threw it
on my desk. So there was actually no follow through. (Participant 2)
You know, this was a big thing at the time. And then ag education, as any organization,
would change the leadership for different leaders. I don't know that people kept going
back and quoting this document over the next five, 10, 15 years. (Participant 4)
I'm satisfied that a lot of the group probably left and didn't do anything else. But I know
for myself and several folks that I knew that were there that day, while we may not have
done it necessarily as a group, we all individually went out and started working on
several points knowing that we had something to back us up. If somebody questioned
why or what we were doing or saying, they would point back and say, look, we had this
group of people together and these were the things we came up with. (Participant 7)
This was a jumping off point or the breaking out point for ag education. I don't think
people sit around and study the book. I don't think most people looked at the book a
whole lot in the past 10 years because they've been more focused on doing things that are
probably in the book that they don't even realize is in the book as it has become a part of
the culture. (Participant 8)
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Finding 4: The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was a historical event
in the agricultural education profession in Georgia, and needs to be recorded.
There are two reasons for the need to record the process and outcomes of the 2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia as identified by the participants. The first reason is
because there are inaccuracies among the effect the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia had on the teaching profession. Two (2 of 11 [18%]) of the participants felt that the
Program of Work (See Appendix E) teacher standards were a result of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia, when in fact other participants confirmed that the teacher
standards were created prior to 1998. However, many of the participants in the creation of the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia looked at this process of creating the vision to
help bolster the support system teachers needed to successfully complete their Program of Work.
I've always felt like the teacher standards were one of the immediate reactions to the
audit. Showing the accountability, especially on extended day/extended year at that point,
because it was one of the sticking points. And I think at that at that point, the standards
had just been in place a very short period of time. Everybody was still kind of getting
used to them and understanding them. I guess the answer actually is yes, that I think that
this visioning process is an outgrowth of what was the necessity to create the standards.
Then realizing that some of the shortcomings were maybe in the support structure to
allow teachers to meet the standards. (Participant 7)
Additional reasoning for capturing the history of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia is simply because it was perceived as historic, as one (1 of 11 [9%])
participant states:
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It was cool that…you know, all those different entities were in the same room working
towards the same goal. And so folks from various spheres of agriculture and agricultural
education being there together, trying to work together. Yeah. I mean, it was felt. I mean,
honestly, it felt historic. I mean, you're planning something 24 years in the future. I
couldn't even have imagined the day 2020 was gonna get here. (Participant 5)
Finding 5: Agricultural Education has evolved beyond what the participants projected
in 1998 and there is a need to go through a new visioning process to help guide the future of
Agricultural Education in Georgia.
All (11 of 11 [100%]) of the participants spoke to the future of agricultural education and
the hopeful continued prosperity, even amongst many unknowns and concerns with a total of 38
references. Five (5 of 11 [45%]) of participants expressed the need to revisit the curriculum to
keep up with the evolving agricultural industries. This correlated with the expansion of
technology, as five (5 of 11 [45%]) specifically referenced the need to do a better job of
predicting the technological needs of the future agricultural education programs. The need to
expand agricultural education programs into more urban communities, and continue to develop
leaders to impact the future of agriculture both were recommended by four (4 of 11 [36%])
participants. Four (4 of 11 [36%]) participants expressed that it was simply time to gather
stakeholders again to strengthen and expand the scope of agricultural education.
And quite honestly, I never even thought about the 2020 vision or doing this. But like all
of our curriculum materials now, it just absolutely makes no sense that teachers write it
without it being vetted by industry. (Participant 2)
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**Laughs** I imagine a lot of technology in it that we don't even know about yet. You
know, not a lot of different ways maybe of teaching, but I don't know... I don't think you
never take the teacher out of the classroom and be real effective. (Participant 10)
And I think what we will see is 20 years from now that we've got a presence in an area
like downtown Atlanta that we've never had. I hope we do anyway. (Participant 7)
That's the goal of FFA is to develop that leader and I think in the next 20 years we're just
going to build that leader and they are going to look a little different. Like today's leader
looks a little different than 20 years ago. They're going to be different but we're going to
continue to evolve and develop leaders for that time. (Participant 3)
We've got room to improve. I think it's put us in a great spot and we climbed the steps.
There are more steps to go, but we're well on the process. (Participant 4)
I think this vision has really forged Georgia FFA and it has snuck up on people that we're
even in the year 2020. (Participant 8)
It's kind of funny because at that circle, it wasn't a great big circle. It was kind of a small
circle. If we did something like this today that circle would be a whole lot bigger. But
you know, what's one of the things we learn in ag? You plant seed, you fertilize it, you
water it, and it grows. And that's kind of what we did. Every big idea starts as a small one
somewhere (Participant 7)
There was an interesting concern from two (2 of 11 [18%]) of the participants regarding
being able to navigate the future changes in agricultural education and FFA. This concern was in
relation to how they have perceived the 4-H program to change over the years in Georgia. While
another participant (1 of 11 [9%]) did not solely express that same concern for Georgia’s
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Agricultural Education Program, they did perceive the same change in the culture of the 4-H
program in Georgia.
I'm afraid if we're not careful I see us moving more into a leadership focused program
along the lines of like 4-H and potentially a little further removed from agriculture. I
don't know that's a bad thing, it is just different. I see that shifting more into less
traditional agricultural students as we continue to evolve and diversify. And again, that
can be a really good thing, but it can be, I think, difficult to stay true to what we were
developed to do. (Participant 5)
Well, you could see FFA sorta going down that road and being sort of just a fun club to
do, a social club. (Participant 3)
At one time local extension agents, 4-H agents, were the leading front. Now I see that as
opposite. And one specific on that... It appeared that usually 4-H agents were judging
local livestock shows and now, if you look, it's probably 80 percent of the time… If there
is a judging of a local show, it's done by an ag teacher. (Participant 8)
Conclusion
This chapter illustrates the five findings from the interviews of the participants involved
in this study. The research questions guided the discovery of the findings. Interviews were
transcribed to be able to code participant perspectives of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia. This study is a qualitative study, thus the chapter consists of statements
known to be thick descriptors of the perspectives of the research participants. The use of the
participants’ own words allows the reader to gain trust in the researcher’s interpretation of the
data obtained and coded through the research process.
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The primary finding of this research addresses the first research question. The audit that
was done on the Georgia Agricultural Education Program in the early 1990’s was detrimental to
Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program. The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia was a process that was looked upon as an opportunity to change the culture of
agricultural education in Georgia in a positive way. Leaders among the program attended
national and regional meetings involving other states to learn skills and activities needed to
conduct a successful vision. With over 600 stakeholders listed in the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia, they were each encouraged to think outside the box . This
process was made possible by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation grant.
The secondary finding of the research has the most substance and addresses research
questions two and three. These findings specifically addressed the strategies and goals of the
eleven themes identified in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. The ability to
recall information from 24 years ago and distinguish between the goals and strategies proved
difficult for all of the participants. However, overarching themes did present themselves in
leadership, curriculum, and recruitment.
FFA membership has grown to numbers that were unfathomable prior to 1998. Strategies
that were implemented to help create an increase in member engagement were initially resisted
by teachers in favor of some of their best students competing in multiple contests. Since 1998,
Georgia FFA has performed well in many aspects on the national level. These two factors were
seen as evidence to the success and growth in the leadership theme. Updating the curriculum was
seen as a success because of the creation of over 1,800 lesson plans and PowerPoints to assist
teachers across the state. This endeavor was taken on by many stakeholders because it was
something they felt like they knew how to do. Recruitment was broken down into student and
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teacher recruitment and retention. Again, the increase in FFA membership and quality of
performance speaks to student recruitment. It is believed that Georgia’s Agricultural Education
Program has grown in quality, thus attracting more quality students. A current challenge is
encouraging students to pursue agricultural careers as a post-secondary option due to the
volatility in the agricultural markets. The teacher preparatory programs are complimenting
Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program needs. There once was a disparity between the
number of graduates and the agricultural education positions that needed to be filled. Therefore,
a surplus of candidates is expected. One concern is the lack of agricultural mechanics preparation
from one of the state teacher preparation programs. Having area teachers assist pre-service
agricultural education teachers with agricultural mechanics curriculum for multiple weeks prior
to their student teaching experience is a program that no longer exists.
The remaining eight themes were less evident in the research, yet still yielded thick
descriptors. The creation of the Georgia FFA Foundation was consistently mentioned and eluded
to the Georgia FFA Foundation raising over $1 million dollars annually to help support Georgia
FFA members. While global agriculture was a theme that intrigued the agriculture industry
stakeholders, it was deemed as not pragmatic and even less enticing after global issues presented
themselves. The interviews for this research was done during the COVID-19 pandemic of 2020
and was referenced in regards to making it even more difficult to travel abroad with students.
However, one participant did acknowledge that study abroad opportunities for pre-service
teachers may contribute to the global agriculture theme in the classroom.
The third, fourth, and fifth findings each address the fourth and final research question.
The third finding illustrates that while the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
positively changed the culture of agricultural education in Georgia, there was very little, if any,
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formal follow-up by state administration after the plan was created. This could be due to the fact
that state administration of Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program changed leadership and
the follow-up was lost in transition. However, while there was no follow-up, many individuals
felt empowered to carry out elements of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
as individuals in their own way.
Finding four addressed the need to record the historical moments in Georgia’s
Agricultural Education Program. Inaccurate statements were made regarding the history of
agricultural education in Georgia. Specifically, multiple participants believed the Program of
Work teacher standards were created because of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia. While the Program of Work teacher standards were created prior to 1998, and not as a
product of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia, the vision was used to address
the need to support teachers and their ability to complete their Program of Work. One participant
pointed out that the event in Perry, Georgia in 1998 simply felt historical with the number of
people and the different entities present in support of agricultural education.
The fifth finding addresses how curriculum and technology that is used in the class
should be guided by industry. There is a growing push to expand agricultural education into
more urban communities, such as Atlanta. The characteristics of a leader have changed
throughout the history of Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program and that evolution is
expected to continue. The ability to continue to help develop leaders for the future of the
agriculture industry is critical to the success of Georgia and global agriculture. There is a mutual
agreement between participants that it is naturally time to consider a new vision process since it
is now 2020. The one concern that two participants had about the future is the distancing from
the foundations of production agriculture in the pursuit of leadership development. While not
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necessarily a bad thing, it is a potential change they feel needs attention and careful
consideration. Their perspective made comparisons to the evolution of Georgia’s 4-H program
and how it has become more of a social club as opposed to grounded in the foundations of
production agriculture.
Participants were given a summary of the findings and accepted them to be a true
representation of their personal perspectives regarding the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to record a significant part of history in Georgia’s Agricultural
Education Program. Additionally, what can we learn from the process of creating the 2020
Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia that will aide in future program visioning
processes? The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was conducted beginning in
1996 and finalized in a written document in 1998. The process of creating the vision involved
over 600 stakeholders in Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program.
Data was collected from semi-structured interviews with eleven participants. The first
participant was criterion-based, with the following participants being chosen by the snowball
sampling method. The interviews were transcribed, coded, and then analyzed to illustrate a
picture of the process of creating and implementing the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education
in Georgia. Once the themes repeated themselves, interviews were concluded.
Summary of Conclusion for Research Question 1
How were the goals for each theme in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
identified?
Finding 1 that emerged from the data and addresses research question 1 is: A need for
change, identified by a state audit and proposed budget cuts in the early 1990’s, led to the
necessity of the culture of Agricultural Education in Georgia to change. The 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia is seen as being a catalyst that has led to the current high level
of success of Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program.
The state audit in the early 1990’s provided less than desirable outcomes for Georgia’s
Agricultural Education Program. If such an audit were needed, it could not have come at a better
time for agricultural education in Georgia. Leadership was in place to realize the importance and
to take advantage of the opportunity from the National Council for Agricultural Education in
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1996. The Reinventing Agricultural Education for the Year 2020 initiative from the National
Council for Agricultural Education provided funding from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation (RAE,
2020; Conroy & Kelsey, 2000). These funds were used to participate in the RAE and cast the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
A steering committee was of 26 individuals was formed from the agricultural industries and
educational professionals of Georgia. Members of this steering committee attended national and
regional trainings to assist with the visioning process. Members of the steering committee rallied
the participation of members of the agriculture industry and teachers of agriculture education to
participate in the visioning process. The meeting in Perry, Georgia in 1998 proved to be fruitful
for the visioning process, with over 160 stakeholders in attendance. Leaders from the steering
committee encouraged participants to think freely without restrictions and share their big ideas
on what they thought agricultural education in Georgia would look like in 2020. Activities were
conducted to predict agricultural education headlines in 2020. Ideas were posted around the room
and participants were given stickers to walk around and vote for the goals the ideas they liked the
most. Members from the steering committee participated by leading discussion and taking notes
about the ideas and conversations that presented themselves from the participants. The steering
committee then took the data and collectively created the goals that are found in the 2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia.

Summary of Conclusion for Research Question 2
Were the goals in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia achieved for each
theme?
Finding 2 that emerged from the data and addresses research question 2 is: While
deemed largely successful, the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia is seen
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through the lens of individuals with varying levels of emphasis on the successes and
shortcomings of the themes. Leadership, which was viewed as a collective success by all (11 of
11 [100%]) participants, curriculum, which was viewed as a collective success by all (11 of 11
[100%]) participants, partnerships, which was viewed as a collective success by all (10 of 11
[91%]) participants, and recruitment, which was viewed as a collective success by all (11 of 11
[100%]) are the overarching themes of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
The remaining seven themes are viewed with varying points of success and shortcomings, in
regards to their goals and strategies.
The interviews with the 11 participants identified a clear consensus that the 2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia had a positive effect on Georgia’s Agricultural Education
Program. Each of the 11 themes in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia had
two to four goals that were written by the steering committee. The goals that were written in the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia are not measurable and can only be assessed
by research such as this study that seeks the perspective from those who were and remain
stakeholders in Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program.
Themes from the interviews emerged regarding the themes in the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia. Four themes from the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education
in Georgia were perceived to be more successful than the remaining seven. Those four themes
are leadership, curriculum, partnerships, and recruitment. Within the emerged themes were
notable advancements towards their goal completion. Leadership was deemed successful because
of the increased FFA membership since 1998, as well as the increased quality of student that
participates in FFA. Curriculum was considered successful because of the 1,800 lesson plans and
PowerPoints that were created by teachers and stakeholders. The partnerships theme was
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considered successful because of the creation of the Georgia FFA Foundation, which raises over
$1 million dollars every year for Georgia FFA students. Recruitment has been considered a
success for both teacher and student recruitment. Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College’s new
agricultural education teacher preparation degree has helped meet the need for agricultural
education teachers in Georgia. Student recruitment has been deemed successful as there are more
agricultural education programs in Georgia than ever before. Agricultural education has spread
to more urban areas of Georgia and has recruited more non-traditional agriculture students than
in the past.
The remaining seven themes from the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia were perceived as less successful than leadership, curriculum, partnerships, and
recruitment. The remaining seven themes are agricultural awareness, biotechnology,
environmental, global agriculture, lifelong learning, marketing, and technology. Global
agriculture was perceived as less practical than the other themes.
Summary of Conclusion for Research Question 3
How were the strategies identified and implemented to achieve the goals determined by the
committee for each theme?
Finding 2 emerged from the data and also addresses research question 3: While deemed
largely successful, the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia is seen through the
lens of individuals with varying levels of emphasis on the successes and shortcomings of the
themes. Leadership, which was viewed as a collective success by all (11 of 11 [100%])
participants, curriculum, which was viewed as a collective success by all (11 of 11 [100%])
participants, partnerships, which was viewed as a collective success by all (10 of 11 [91%])
participants, and recruitment, which was viewed as a collective success by all (11 of 11 [100%])
are the overarching themes of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. The
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remaining seven themes are viewed with varying points of success and shortcomings, in regards
to their goals and strategies.
The interviews revealed that the steering committee took the recommendation from
stakeholders and identified the strategies that would best accomplish the identified goals. Once
the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was written, individuals acted
independently to carry out the strategies without coming back together to formally reflect on the
strategies and their effects on the goals. As stated in the conclusion to research question 2, and
finding 2, the themes that were perceived as the most successful were leadership, curriculum,
partnerships, and recruitment. Participants were not able to remember and delineate between the
themes and goals in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia that was written 22
years prior to this study.
Summary of Conclusion for Research Question 4
How should the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia influence future change
in agricultural education in Georgia?
Findings 3, 4, and 5 emerged from the data and each address research question 4.
Finding 3 states: While the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was a document
and process that positively and substantially affected the culture and performance of Georgia’s
Agricultural Education program, there was very little formal reflection or follow-up once the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was created.
Finding 4 states: The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was a
historical event in the agricultural education profession in Georgia, and needs to be recorded.
Finding 5 states: Agricultural Education has evolved beyond what the participants
projected in 1998 and there is a need to go through a new visioning process to help guide the
future of Agricultural Education in Georgia.
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It is clear that reflection, specifically of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia, was not part of the process once it had been written. However, the process of creating
the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was largely successful at positively
changing the culture of agricultural education in Georgia. In order to more efficiently move
forward with future visioning processes, a plan for future reflection must be in place.
Events that alter the culture of the organization should be documented to reflect upon
for future change. As stated by participants, during the event in Perry, Georgia, it felt historic.
Participants agree that 22 years later, the event was historic. Future events of such magnitude
should be documented so that events that follow can better build upon an existing foundation.
Future visioning sessions are necessary as agricultural education strives to keep up with an
agriculture industry that has changed significantly since 1998.
Recommendations/Discussion
The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia empowered the stakeholders of
Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program. Stakeholders felt good about what they had come
together and produced. Stakeholders also felt confident to go out and conduct actions towards
the goals that were identified. Many of the steering committee members were area teachers and
administrators of Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program at the time of the creation of the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia and had a mutual understanding of the tasks
that needed to be accomplished. Many of the stakeholders that were empowered to act were also
passionate about agricultural education. The process of empowering passionate and skilled
stakeholders led to a positive change in the culture of Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program.
As Moore stated, agricultural education teachers are largely pragmatic people that can
accomplish many difficult tasks, but fail to record and reflect upon history (2018). This is
certainly evident in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. Simply put, there was
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no formal reflection. There were certainly decisions that were made and rules that were put into
place in spirit of the discussions and events that came from the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia. However, there was no formal reflection or assessment of the 2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia.
Georgia has and continues to be a leader in agricultural education across the nation. The
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia aided in this status. Evidence of excellence
exists in the size, scope and successes of Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program as discussed
throughout this study. It is expected that agricultural education in Georgia will continue the
positive trajectory, as it has since General Oglethorpe, founder of Georgia, established the first
settlement in Savannah. The future holds challenges for agricultural education that Georgia’s
Agricultural Education Program must face.
Implications
In 1998, participants sat in a room and brainstormed to come up with themes and goals
for agricultural education in Georgia for the year 2020. Sitting in that room they were unaware of
the momentous technological boom that was about to happen in agriculture with the introduction
GPS on equipment, the expansion of the internet, and the invention of smart phone and
application technology. Participants created goals related to global agriculture, unaware of the
world changing due to the September 11 attacks in 2001 and the COVID-19 global pandemic in
2020. These goals were created in 1998 and were not formally reviewed until this study was
conducted in 2020.
In 2020, participants from this study differed on what they thought agricultural
education in Georgia would look like in 2040. This study makes no effort to identify what
agricultural education or the agricultural education student will look like in twenty years.
However, it does take notice that the vision differs among participants that were part of the
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original visioning process in 1998. The mere fact that the vision differs among research
participants warrants a new visioning process to identify where stakeholders would like
agricultural education to be and what agricultural education students look like in the future. A
new visioning process could unify the vision among stakeholders, and once again empower
stakeholders to act and positively affect agricultural education in Georgia.
It is recommended that the National Council for Agricultural Education lead another
national initiative for a visioning process. Regardless of the actions of the National Council for
Agricultural Education, it is recommended that Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program
conduct a vision for the future. It is recommended that a shorter time span be utilized between
vision assessments. Over 600 stakeholders participated in Georgia’s original visioning session. If
another visioning session were to happen today, it is acceptable to think it would be a larger
group and process due to the expansion of the number of agricultural education teachers, number
of FFA chapters, number of FFA members, as well as the increase in agriculture industries in
Georgia. It is impractical to expect to have such a large turnout of stakeholders to assess
agricultural education every year. However, if a vision was cast and modified every five years,
stakeholders in the room in 1998 would likely have had different goals for technology and global
agriculture in 2003. With a 99% growth in the number of FFA chapters, and a 527% growth in
FFA membership in Georgia since 1997, there would likely be many changes to future goals and
strategies.
Future visioning processes should require a plan for reflection. It is recommended that
future steering committees continue to put out an annual report on the goals and strategies that
were implemented each year. In order to make this more successful, future goals should be
measurable and less abstract. This would allow the steering committee to measure and
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communicate growth each year, better enabling stakeholders to create a more informed vision
every five years. Annual reports could be shared with stakeholders that would include teachers,
industry professionals, legislators, Department of Education personnel, students, parents, and
supporters. This could be done through social media and website archives.
Needs for Further Study
1. Quantitative studies regarding pre and post vision processes for all stakeholders.
2. Comparative analysis of visionary plans from different states.
3. What are the characteristics of change agents within agricultural education programs?
4. Why did some states participate in the Reinventing Agricultural Education for the Year
2020 initiative and some states choose not to?
5. Do adult education programs that embody the P-20 model, that are also sponsored by
state departments of education, exist in other states?
6. Does Moore’s assessment of the pragmatic nature of agricultural education teachers
expand to other CTAE teachers and professions?
7. What barriers persist to prohibit reflection processes in education and what can be done
to minimize or remove those barriers?
P-20 Implications
The power of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia is in the
partnerships that were created by the vision process. Many of those relationships persisted and
were strengthened when people carried out actions to improve the Georgia Agricultural
Education Program and its students. The action of breaking down silos to come together for a
common goal is an example of P-20 best practices. However, in the case of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia, industry personnel left from the event in Perry, Georgia in
1998 and never heard a formal report about the effects of the vision that was created. Due to the
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incredible support and relationships that were created, many members of industry remained
stakeholders but were left to perceive the results of the visioning process. Silos do exist, but can
be temporarily broken down to create positive change. Once stakeholders return to their silo it is
imperative that transparency is a priority to further the goals and justify the efforts of all
stakeholders.
Conclusion
The 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia was an incredible success, leading to
what is now considered by many to be one of the greatest agricultural education programs in the
nation. However, how much greater could Georgia’s Agricultural Education Program be? Out of
eleven themes that were identified, only four were perceived to be overwhelming successes by
participants. Seven other themes had looming questions that desire attention.
Agricultural education teachers are pragmatic in nature and are very good at conducting
successful agricultural education programs in 2020. A tradeoff for the pragmatic skills is the lack
of the ability to reflect and record history. A visioning process for an industry that seems to
change constantly with technology and societal needs is the recipe for keeping a person of
pragmatic nature busy. It is easy to see how an agricultural education teacher and stakeholder
could get busy in trying to keep up with the progression of agriculture and miss the benefits of
proper reflection.
This study identified a process in Georgia’s history that was conducted by passionate
stakeholders, who did positive work in changing the culture of agricultural education in Georgia.
It is a process that stakeholders, then and now, should be proud of. Yet, as good as agricultural
education in Georgia is perceived to be, it is possible to imagine it being even better with a
reflection process in place that would have allowed a formal assessment and restructuring of the
goals and strategies that were originally identified and implemented in 1998.
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Semi-Structured Interview Questions
Demographic Questions:
1. Are you aware of the existence of a 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia
that was created in 1998?
2. If so, what is or was your involvement with the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia that was created in 1998?
3. What is your years of experience and involvement with Georgia’s agricultural education
program?
Interview Questions:
5. Did you participate in the meeting in Perry, Georgia in March of 1998 where the Vision
was created?
6. What activities do you remember participating in on that day?
7. What themes do you remember being the most evident from the activities of the day?
8. How do you feel that you contributed the most towards the creation of the 2020 Vision
for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
9. What personal goals do you remember having from your involvement with the creation
and implementation of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
10. What actions did you personally make towards accomplishing those goals?
11. What collective goals do you recall from the group involved in the creation and
implementation of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
12. What actions did the group make towards accomplishing those goals?
13. If any, which goal sticks out the most due to accomplishing or exceeding the goal?
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14. If any, which goal sticks out the most due to not yet accomplishing the goal?
15. What did agricultural education look like 20 years ago, what does it look like today, and
what do you think it will look like in 20 years?
16. What do you recall being the leading factors for determining which strategies were used
to accomplish the goals in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
17. What were the most effective strategies that you remember being implemented for the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
18. What were the least effective strategies that you remember being implemented for the
2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
19. Is there a strategy that you feel like was not identified or implemented that should have
been?
20. What did you like most about the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
21. What do you think was the most beneficial parts of the vision’s process and/or
implementation?
22. What do you think was the least beneficial parts of the vision’s creation and
implementation?
23. What is the lasting legacy of the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia?
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Verbal Statement Script
I am Marcus Pollard, doctoral student and researcher from Murray State University, working on
my dissertation. I am conducting a research study on “A HISTORICAL ANALYSIS OF THE
2020 VISION OF AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION AND THE REFORMATION OF
AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION IN GEORGIA AS IT INTENDED”. The research of your
perspective will help me record the history of agricultural education
Today you will be participating in an interview, which should take approximately 30 minutes to
an hour. Your participation is voluntary. If you do not wish to participate, you may stop at any
time. Responses will be completely anonymous, your name will not appear anywhere in the final
write up, as I will assign each interviewee a pseudonym. This audio from this interview will be
recorded to be transcribed at a later date. The tapes will be stored by the researcher for a period
of three years and destroyed once the research is finalized unless you choose to donate the audio
file to the Georgia Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association for historical reference. There
are minimal risks associated with this interview. Taking part in this interview is your agreement
to participate.
If you would like a copy of this letter for your records, please let me know and I will provide a
copy now or arrange to have it mailed or e-mailed to you. If you have any questions regarding
the research, contact Murray State University’s Educational Studies, Leadership, and Counseling
department. If you have any questions regarding your rights as a research subject, please contact
the Institutional Review Board Coordinator, Jonathan Baskin, at 270-809-2916.
At this time, I would ask your permission to record this interview and begin. Do I have your
permission to do so?
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CONSENT LETTER & SCRIPT
Dear <Name>

January 25,

2020
You have been identified as person involved with the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in
Georgia plan that was created in 1998. You are being asked to voluntarily participate in a
research study about your perceived creation and implementation of the 2020 Vision for
Agricultural Education in Georgia. This research study is intended to assess your perceptions as
a stakeholder in the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia and record that process in
the history of agricultural education in Georgia.
Your participation in a semi-structured interview will make it possible to record your perspective
on the history. There are no known risks to your participation in the semi-structured interview.
Your participation is voluntary. You may answer some or none of the questions. Your results
will be kept confidential; your name will be in no way associated with your responses as
pseudonyms will be given to each interviewee. Interviews will be recorded so that they can be
transcribed at a later date. Audio files will be kept for a period of three years by the researcher in
a password protected file. At the end of the three year period the file will be destroyed unless
given the permission by you, the interviewee, to store it in historical fashion through the Georgia
Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association.
We can set up the interviews in person or via an online platform like skype. If in person, I will
work within your schedule to make appointments.
If you have any questions concerning your rights as a research subject, you may call Murray
State University. Completing this interview implies that you are giving permission to use your
responses for research purposes.
Thank you for your time,

Marcus Pollard
Murray State University
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Bias Statement
I, Marcus Pollard, am conducting the research on the 2020 Vision for Agricultural
Education in Georgia plan that was written in 1998. I am completing my twelfth year of teaching
currently at Newton College & Career Academy in Covington, Georgia. I serve on the Georgia
Vocational Agriculture Teacher’s Association board as the Area 2 Director. Because of my
involvement with the state and national association, I get to interact with agricultural education
teachers from all over Georgia and the nation. Getting to know teachers from other states has
helped me realize that agricultural education in Georgia is very fortunate to have the support that
it does. I am proud to teach agricultural education in Georgia.
Because of my involvement in agricultural education and the agriculture industry, I do
know several of the individuals that have been involved in the creation and implementation of
the 2020 Vision for Agricultural Education in Georgia. Dr. James Woodard, the main author of
the vision, is the principal that hired me at Newton College & Career Academy. He has since
changed positions and is no longer in my administration. Dr. Woodard, along with several others
that are involved in the interviews, are very established in their professions. I admire, respect,
and look up to these individuals.
I do believe that it is important to record the history of agricultural education and learn
from the past. There will come another day where agricultural educators will be tasked with
looking into the future to determine what agriculture education will look like in 20 + years and
developing a plan in hopes of achieving that. I hope to be able to accurately tell the story of those
who have come before us so that we may hope to improve upon their methods. For me to be able
to do this, I strive to conduct this research in a manner that is unbiased.
Sincerely,

Marcus Pollard
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